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1 The meeting report can be found at: http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-2014/-fit-for-the-future-

ANNEX 1: TRENDS ANALYSIS
This trends analysis was produced for the Trends Analysis Meeting,1 held on 3 June 2013 by the Humanitarian 
Futures Programme (HFP), King’s College London, under the auspices of the Cash Learning Partnership’s (CaLP) 
The Future of Cash Transfer Programming initiative. It provides an overview of selected interactive and dynamic 
‘driving forces’ of change (global drivers, transformative factors and trends) that could shape the future of 
Cash Transfer Programming (CTP) in both predictable and less predictable ways. The drivers of change are 
presented at three interconnected levels: global-level drivers of change, subsequent transformative factors 
that may affect humanitarian action/the sector that stem from these global drivers, and an analysis of trends 
in CTP. These are designed to act as a trigger for speculative discussion and for further research on the types of 
uncertainties, key issues and opportunities that are likely to be critical to CTP in 2025, particularly relating to 
coordination, financing, the role of governments and the use of social protection mechanisms. 

In turn, these discussions can help identify the potential changes that governments, donor and humanitarian 
agencies involved in CTP might need to consider in order to be ‘fit for the future’ – from a policy, strategic, 
organisational and operational perspectives.
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Environment
Increasing global temperatures, rising sea levels, changes to rainfall patterns, and increase in the frequency 
and severity of tropical cyclones and storms – linked to climate change. This could have implications on 
energy, food and water scarcity, as well as numbers of climate migrants. 

Social and demographic change 
Global population growth will continue, with an ageing ‘First World’ population and the ‘Third World’ likely 
to observe a bulge in the youth population. In addition, trends for growth in urban populations are likely 
to continue to grow and influence shifts in the global workforce.

Geo-political changes
These relate to changes in world security and the current shift in the balance of power from West to East 
and from North to South, outside of the G8. A continued rise in power of the BRICS countries, Mexico and 
the Middle East could result in a move away from a uni-polar division of power to a reshaped multi-polar 
distribution of power and world order. The implications of this are likely to be that a growing number of 
states around the world are likely to become less willing to accept the dictates of Western powers.

Technology 
The world could see ubiquitous computing, increased uptake of mobile technology and digital media 
blurring the boundaries between creator, publisher and consumer of information. There are likely to 
be rapid advances in and adoption of technology, including nano-technology, biotechnology, and 
environmental technology. This will offer both opportunities with respect to advances in medicine, energy, 
and new methods of creating food as well as challenges linked to technological failure. 

Increasingly globalised economy
Globalisation will remain a significant feature of long-term economic change. Increased global economic 
interdependence and regulation could potentially increase cooperation and reduce conflict, but could 
also pose negative implications on local markets, which are increasingly tied to fluctuations in the 
wider economy. Further, as the growth of emerging economies surpasses that of the developed world, 
implications for economic-growth models could emerge.

Increasing Inequality
Increasingly uneven accumulation of wealth, as well as distribution of and access to resources. This is 
especially likely in countries experiencing and seeking to respond to economic downturns through 
austerity. While increased inequality could lead to competition and urban conflict, it could perhaps be 
offset by global interconnectedness and economic interdependence. 

SIX INTERTWINED GLOBAL DRIVERS
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INTERACTIVE TRANSFORMATIVE FACTORS LIKELY TO AFFECT 
HUMANITARIAN ACTION

The changing types, dimensions and dynamics of humanitarian crises

1. Changing types and dimensions of crisis drivers and impacts
The foreseeable future will likely reveal new types of sudden and slow-onset crises. Technological system 
failures, large-scale industrial and chemical collapse, nuclear seepage, cybercrime and collapse, pandemics, 
terrorist threats, and energy insecurity wars will become increasingly prominent crisis drivers in the future. 
In addition, the changing climate is expected to bring about shifts in hazards, to locations that have not 
previously experienced them. For example, 2012 Typhoon Bopha hit regions of the Philippines further 
south than the usual typhoon paths, resulting in communities being unprepared. 

2. Uncertainty and complexity as elements of future crisis challenges 
There is likely to be increased uncertainty surrounding the potential timings and severity of hazards, 
complicating the development of adaptation strategies and planning options. Preparing for the future 
will no longer be based solely on looking back to the events of the past, but will require greater effort to 
be more anticipatory so as to be prepared for new parameters and extremes, and the uncertainty with 
respect to how new hazards may evolve. 

3. Synchronous, simultaneous and sequential crises
Societies will increasingly face a wide variety of challenges concurrently, such as energy shortages, climate 
change, economic instability, sometimes presenting themselves in the form of synchronous events. The 
2011 Tohoku earthquake, tsunami and nuclear threat, and the 2010 Haiti earthquake and successive 
cholera outbreak, demonstrated the potential of these simultaneous crises events. In preparing to address 
possible future risks, planners and policymakers will not be able to look at individual risks and crisis 
drivers as isolated phenomenon but may have to take into account the ways that a number of potential 
risks interact. This is likely to have implications on the capacity of the traditional humanitarian sector to 
respond to events, leaving it both overwhelmed and overstretched, with large NGOs struggling to support 
multiple ‘field’ offices.

4. Changing concept and nature of the affected
The number of people affected by crises is estimated to increase significantly as a result of the expanding 
geographical area affected by hazards and extremes, as well as the increasing vulnerability of populations 
to disaster impacts. Moreover, those previously considered resilient are likely to become less so. Continued 
globalisation of economies and other systems means that impacts from disasters will be increasingly felt 
by both those in developing and developed countries. The 2011 Thailand Floods provide an example of a 
disaster whose impacts stretched globally due to interconnected manufacturing and trade systems. This 
connectedness could also be observed in critical systems failure and cyber collapse, and new types of 
pandemics and public health disasters. In addition, population growth and continued urbanisation in 
both developing and developed contexts will result in the infrastructure of these areas being increasingly 
stretched, resulting in people living in marginal areas that are at high risk of hazards such as floods and 
landslides, and have high population densities and unstable construction. Increasing densities in cities 
and towns by the coast will also place urban residents at particular risk from sea-level rise. 
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5. Growing political centrality of crises
Humanitarian crises are increasingly moving from the periphery of governmental interests to centre stage, 
being instilled with high levels of political significance to governments, the media and the public, both 
domestically and internationally. This in part means that how and who provides assistance will weigh 
heavily on recipient and donor governments, and that decisions will increasingly be determined by 
the abiding political interests that assistance providers can offer. Consequently, governments will have 
to deal with serious reputational and ‘survival’ issues if they fail to respond adequately to humanitarian 
crises. Countries will be more likely to look to local actors, neighbours and regional allies. International 
mechanisms outside the control of national governments will increasingly be resisted.

6. Expansion of ‘humanitarian’ activities: from relief to prevention, and the 
vulnerability, resilience and sustainability perspective 
Humanitarian action will continue to shift its emphasis away from providing support only once an event 
occurs, to managing risks. This can already be observed with the inclusion of disaster risk reduction (DRR) 
in the upcoming post-Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) framework and the approaching evolution 
of the Hyogo Framework for Action. There are likely to be increased humanitarian calls for approaches 
that are more vulnerability-oriented, and that forge appropriate synergy with longer-term development 
approaches, for example, integrating humanitarian action within social protection mechanisms. 
However, such calls will need to address some of the persistent and well-entrenched challenges towards 
mainstreaming humanitarian and development planning. For example, these calls will need to be matched 
by more predictable donor financing and mechanisms that will specifically seek to reduce vulnerabilities, 
promote resilience and support longer timeframes for engagement. 

Resilience will likely be increasingly conceived as a cross-cutting element of DRR and climate change 
adaptation approaches, and calls to put resilience and poverty reduction at the heart of the development 
agenda will also likely increase, moving towards resilience being the common objective to help forge a 
more integrated and coherent approach to development and humanitarian action. For example, USAID has 
created joint planning cells for the Sahel to bring together both humanitarian and development needs and 
objectives, and the Political Champions Group for Haiti is advocating for resilience across the development-
humanitarian spectrum. Challenges are likely to arise due to the potential incompatibility of timescales 
between long-term resilience-building approaches and short-term humanitarian engagement approaches. 
Efforts will have to be made to take into account and seek to align assistance frameworks and models. 

7. Increasingly crowded landscape and expanding range of actors considered 
‘humanitarian’
The proliferation of involvement of a wider range of actors including non-western NGOs, national and 
local private sector, state-capitalists, militaries, diasporas, regional organisations, non-state actors and non-
Western donors will change perceptions about who is a humanitarian actor and lead to a diverse array of 
potentially conflicting terminology surrounding these concepts. This will pose challenges to assumptions 
around who is best suited to each function, as well as perceived added value of different actors. For example, 
the private sector will increasingly be less receptive to engaging through a corporate social responsibility and 
philanthropy model, moving in favour of adding value through engaging as part of its core business, based 
on its interest in expanding to emerging markets and its increasing focus on resilience and sustainability. 
It is possible that local and national actors, including the private sector, military, and civil society, will 
increasingly be the first ‘port of call’ for governments, rather than the international system. Accompanying 
this, it is likely there will be calls for more systematic embedding of the role of these diverse actors into 
planning beyond simply response, but also preparedness, recovery, reconstruction and prevention. It will 
also have implications for existing coordination mechanisms in the international humanitarian sector.
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8. Diverse interpretation of humanitarian principles and values
As ‘new’ actors continue to emerge and engage, current assumptions about the application and universality 
of humanitarian principles will likely be increasingly challenged. Principles such as independence and 
neutrality may not only be challenged, but also require negotiation. Other principles such as right of 
access and impartiality are likely to be interpreted and applied differently by non-traditional humanitarian 
providers depending on the particular political context of the crisis. In addition, humanitarian principles 
may need to better align with other perceived fundamental policies and principles, for example, those 
focusing on human rights (e.g. the movement by the G8 on issues of rape and sexual violence in conflict, 
the rights of climate migrants, and principles with respect to the security of aid workers), and at the same 
time take into account issues related to national sovereignty.

9. New ways of coordinating and collaborating 
While the emergence of ‘new’ actors with humanitarian roles is increasingly acknowledged, less clear is 
whether actors traditionally viewed as humanitarian will respond to this trend by increasing competition 
amongst themselves and with new actors. Yet, traditional humanitarian actors should not assume that the 
solution is for new actors to be incorporated into their realm. New actors could offer the opportunity for 
collaboration to ‘open up’ and for diverse actors to forge new models of engagement and partnership that 
are more transformational in nature, based on co-creation, inclusiveness, added value and comparative 
advantages, and the ability to align diverse values, propositions and principles. As humanitarian 
response becomes more localised, international coordination mechanisms and international actors may 
increasingly be rejected in favour of more regional or local context-specific approaches and coordination 
mechanisms. These could be in the form of regional fora, neutral multi-stakeholder platforms, or mission-
focused networks. 

The introduction of the Aid Effectiveness Agenda in 2005 and the forging of the 2010 Busan ‘New Deal’ for 
Engaging in Fragile States call for transformational principles and approaches to aid, development and 
engagement in fragile contexts. Both frameworks are anchored in the principles of country ownership 
and leadership, and call for external actors to harmonise and align their interventions and support around 
national priorities; this shift in priorities is likely to be observed increasingly. Alongside these global and 
national shifts, the role of regional mechanisms will continue to increase, leading to a ‘new regionalism’. 
As a result, there are likely to be expanded roles for national and regional capacity development, and for 
coordination, fostering and brokering collaboration partnership. Less clear are the implications of this 
trend with respect to the capacity-enhancement and coordination structures within the international 
humanitarian architecture. 

10. The shift from supply- to demand-driven approaches
There is likely to be a shift towards more demand-driven response, changing the sorts of activities that 
will be perceived as needed from the international community and more generally its role and added 
value. Far greater attention will be given by governments of crisis-affected states to international support 
that provides innovative practices, with far less interest being paid to the provision of ‘aid workers’ and 
conventional response practices. A greater importance is likely to be placed on pre-intervention beneficiary 
assessment and analysis, and a shift could be seen in the way impact is monitored and measured.
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11. Changing sources and systems for funding
The emergence of the BRICS over the past decade is well documented and serves as a good example of how 
the economic and political loci, as well as the dynamics of geo-politics, are changing. Beyond the BRICS, 
it is evident that more and more countries, from Latin America to South East Asia, are pursuing different 
forms of political objectives, alignments and processes. These are by no means necessarily consistent 
with traditional assumptions about Western influence or established multilateral or intergovernmental 
systems – including around who, what and how they fund in relation to humanitarian assistance. Emerging 
donors, for example, may opt for more fluid and expedient approaches driven by mutual interest rather 
than adherence to more long-standing arrangements and ties to traditional humanitarian coordination 
mechanisms. This is likely to have profound implications for the role and profile of international 
humanitarian actors and humanitarian funding. On the part of Western donors, however, we will continue 
to see changing patterns in donor roles and a likely decline in resources due to economic constraints 
and greater domestic scrutiny. Further, new funding approaches will continue to proliferate that may not 
necessarily call for international actors to be the intermediary or funding mechanism. This could include 
crowd-sourced funding projects, local private funding, or social investment funds for humanitarian action.

12. Innovation and technology
New types of humanitarian threats and their expanding dimensions will require more innovative 
approaches to prevention, preparedness and response planning and action. Much has been noted on 
the importance of innovation to humanitarian action in a fragmented and rapidly changing humanitarian 
environment. The take-up of new technology, social media and new approaches for humanitarian action 
with respect to ICT mobile technology and banking and cash transfer processes, are increasingly being 
noted and accepted as promising examples of innovative approaches for more efficient and effective 
aid delivery. Yet, the innovation imperative characterised by a more anticipatory, inclusive, adaptive and 
systematic approach has yet to emerge within the humanitarian sector at large. A challenge is beginning 
to be discussed in how to build a better understanding of how innovation and innovative practices are 
identified, pursued, promoted and ultimately implemented, and the role of emerging actors in this process. 
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Trends in cash transfer programming

1. From debate to acceptance
There has been a shift from ‘proof of concept’ of cash transfers (i.e. proving that cash transfers can be a feasible, 
effective and appropriate response to humanitarian needs) to accepting cash and vouchers as standard 
humanitarian approaches. This trend will continue as humanitarian actors previously unfamiliar with cash 
transfers gain exposure and have incentives to programme them. Such incentives include those related to 
policies (e.g. Food Assistance Convention, donor guidelines and policies), partnerships (e.g. national NGOs 
with UN agencies and INGOs), and the desire to provide the best assistance possible to people in need. 
There will remain certain actors (local, national and international; informal and formal) that prefer to provide 
aid in-kind or that do not believe in providing cash for cultural, philosophical and moral reasons; as well as 
those that decide that they do not have a comparative advantage in providing cash responses. 

2. Increased programming of cash transfers, including at scale 
The response to the 2011 famine in Somalia was the first large-scale cash and voucher response by the 
international humanitarian community. In the future there will be increased provision of cash transfers 
at scale in settings where they are appropriate.2 This will reduce the significant gap between the volume 
of in-kind assistance and cash-based assistance. The balance between in-kind and cash assistance will 
depend on the extent to which cash is an appropriate response in future disaster contexts and the degree 
to which humanitarian actors, including donors, fund and implement cash responses where they are 
appropriate. Incentives to do so will be influenced by factors including domestic politics (e.g. agricultural 
and food aid policies in the US), perceived risks, vested interests and acceptance of cash transfers (see 
above). Further, the humanitarian ‘system’ is an amalgamation of dynamic and diverse actors with different 
incentives, systems and ideas on how best to assist people affected by crisis – a characteristic that often 
hinders timely and appropriate humanitarian responses. This will influence the increase of cash transfer 
programming, including at scale, as will challenges related to risk tolerance, leadership and the varying 
capacities of aid agencies, at least in the short term.

3. Continued institutionalisation of cash
Numerous aid agencies involved in the planning and delivery of humanitarian assistance have modified 
and developed new internal systems, capacities and ways of working. Some are developing innovative 
ways to use technology and information systems to register beneficiaries and deliver cash transfers. Some 
donors are modifying their guidance and funding approval processes. In the future, more aid agencies will 
take measures to adapt their internal systems to accommodate cash transfers, and other humanitarian 
systems will be modified – or will evolve – to accommodate cash transfer programming where necessary. 
Such systems include coordination (including the strategic coordination of assistance – not just clusters), 
financing mechanisms and appeals processes.

2  There is no consensus on what constitutes ‘scale’ or a ‘scaled up’ response (Austin and Frize, 2011). Austin and Frize approached this question by asking 
about the number of beneficiaries reached. However, the reach of individual aid agencies (national and international) is limited by their own capacities and 
geographical presence, regardless of the transfer that they use. This is one reason why donors fund multiple organisations, why UN agencies and INGOs 
engage multiple partners, and why NGOs sometimes form consortia to provide assistance with a common approach or objective (for example, a consortium 
of NGOs in Somalia reached 1.5 million beneficiaries with cash and vouchers from August 2011-2012). Governments do not face these constraints, or at 
least face them to a much lesser degree, because they have systems in place to reach their citizens with basic services (and in some cases social transfers). 
There are different ways to approach discussions on scale. One is to choose a number of households that constitutes ‘scale’ (e.g., 10,000; 50,000 or 100,000 
households), recognising that there is a difference between actors capable of reaching large numbers of people (e.g. governments, UN agencies, consortia 
and in some cases INGOs and national Red Cross and Red Crescent societies) and the number of people collectively reached by aid agencies, including those 
undertaking smaller responses with varying objectives. Another is for aid agencies (and donors) to consider whether their current systems and approaches 
could accommodate cash transfer responses with similar reach as previous responses that delivered in-kind assistance. A final is to hypothesise an overall 
percentage of assistance (e.g. 30%; 50%) that might be delivered by cash and vouchers, and what changes this would imply for the humanitarian system.
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4. New actors, new relationships, new partnerships
Cash transfer programming has increased the involvement of mobile phone companies, remittance 
companies, micro-finance institutions and banks in the delivery of humanitarian aid (typically contracted 
by aid agencies), as well as promoted the use of technology to develop innovative delivery mechanisms. 
Cash transfer responses will increasingly rely on financial infrastructure and private sector capacities 
where these exist and are well-placed to reach those in need. As such, ‘traditional’ humanitarian actors 
will progressively forge new working relationships with such institutions. The increased demand for 
these services will in turn lead to a growing number and diversity of enterprises seeking to engage with 
humanitarian agencies to make a profit as well as for moral reasons (e.g. corporate social responsibility). 
They will also create demand by developing products and services geared to humanitarian cash transfer 
responses, and expanding their operations to areas affected by crisis. The use of new approaches to 
deliver cash transfer assistance (e.g. through banks, mobile phones) creates new types of opportunities 
for monitoring assistance and communicating with beneficiaries. 

5. Mandates will be increasingly challenged
Cash enables households to meet multiple needs which span the different sectors by which international 
humanitarian assistance is organised, and in some cases, the way that humanitarian agencies define their 
mission and mandate. This poses opportunities but also threats to UN agencies whose roles are defined by 
their mandates to meet needs in a particular sector (e.g. food). UN agencies are trying to incorporate cash-
based responses in ways that correspond to their mandate and also ensure continued donor support. They 
might position themselves by favouring vouchers (whereby the use of transfer can be controlled), establishing 
a comparative advantage in cash transfer programming (to attract donor funding) and/or collaborating to 
deliver cash-based responses that address needs normally met by different UN agencies. There will be a 
tendency for certain aid agencies (e.g. Word Food Programme) to favour vouchers over cash, as vouchers 
help ensure that the transfer is spent on goods and services perceived to fall within their mandate. NGOs will 
provide more cash transfers at scale through consortia models, which offer an option for donors to bypass 
UN agencies and to provide unconditional cash transfers meant to address a variety of basic needs.

6. Increased uptake of cash transfers by governments. 
Several governments have distributed cash and vouchers to respond domestically to disasters, including 
Pakistan, China, Sri Lanka and the US. Governments experienced in this approach will continue to use 
it. Some governments that have not distributed cash to date will experiment with this approach for the 
following reasons: the creation of social protection schemes (which include cash transfers) increases their 
capacity and willingness to use cash transfers in domestic disaster responses; international donors provide 
more aid directly to governments for such responses; they are influenced by the experiences of other 
governments and of aid agencies. Governments will explore what role (if any) international humanitarian 
actors should play in such responses, and international humanitarian actors will consider how best to 
engage with government-based systems.

Cash and vouchers also are widely used by governments for social protection and poverty reduction in 
the developed world (e.g. welfare programmes, unemployment benefits and food stamps) and their use 
is increasing in developing countries. Safety nets providing cash transfers are on the rise in Latin America, 
Africa and the Middle East. These safety nets could be used to respond to shocks that typically trigger 
humanitarian responses (e.g. droughts) and also build resilience ahead of shocks. However, the extent to 
which they are well-placed to replace or augment more traditional humanitarian responses or to build 
resilience ahead of them has not been subject to much analysis, which makes it difficult to hypothesise on 
the extent to which they will perform this function in the future.
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7. Risks related to cash transfers will be increasingly realised
The tendency to provide cash transfers via small-scale, closely monitored interventions will give way to 
more and larger interventions that are monitored less closely (i.e. a similar degree of monitoring to in-kind 
assistance). It is inevitable that there will be more instances of diversion, security incidents and corruption 

– because these risks are prevalent in crisis contexts and affect all forms of assistance; because cash 
responses will be less closely monitored; and because the increased number and size of cash interventions 
will result in more opportunities for risks to be realised. Media and donor responses to such incidents 
might lead to short-term changes such as decreasing or stopping the provision of cash transfers in the 
context in question. Humanitarian actors will continue to learn about new ways to manage risks related 
to new delivery mechanisms.

8. Increased financing of cash transfers and diversification of funding channels 
Reliable data is not available on the amount of global humanitarian aid provided in the form of in-kind 
assistance compared to cash transfers. However, it is probable that the financing of cash transfers is 
disproportionately coming from certain donors (e.g. ECHO and USAID)3 and also that there is comparatively 
little financing through Consolidated Appeals Processes and pooled funding mechanisms. Little is known 
about the criteria that emerging donors use to determine their funding decisions, so their role in the 
potential future funding of cash transfers is difficult to predict.4 How donor governments allocate their 
funding is subject to domestic politics, their perceived added value and other influences; not all donors 
will support cash responses to the same extent.

9. The ‘standalone’ focus on researching, evaluating and providing resources on cash 
transfers will lessen
Cash transfers are tools that can be used in different ways in different contexts to meet different objectives. 
Cash transfer programming will still feature in analysis of response options and evidence on effectiveness, 
impact, etc., but only as one possible tool amongst many. Sector-specific analysis and resources (e.g. related 
to nutrition, health) will also increasingly consider the role of cash transfers, but with the objective, rather 
than cash and vouchers, as the starting point. There will be a tendency to integrate cash and vouchers into 
trainings on broader topics (e.g. response analysis, market analysis, supporting livelihoods) rather than 
provide trainings specific to cash and vouchers.

3 Development Initiatives, 2012
4 Kuwait and Brazil have funded cash-based interventions (Development Initiatives, 2012).
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REPORT FROM THE TRENDS ANALYSIS 
MEETING, 3 JUNE 2013
This discussion document was produced following the Trends Analysis Meeting, held by the Humanitarian 
Futures Programme (HFP), King’s College London, under the auspices of The Cash Learning Partnership’s 
(CaLP) Is Emergency Cash Transfer Programming ‘Fit for the Future’? initiative. 

This document provides an overview of the key topics discussed and the critical issues raised relating to the 
future of cash transfer programming (CTP). 

BACKGROUND 
Since the 2004 Indian Ocean Tsunami there has been a progressive trend within the humanitarian sector at large 
to use cash transfer as a programme modality in emergencies and for recovery in both conflict and disaster 
contexts. Further, a number of reviews and studies have been undertaken on the institutional challenges to 
support appropriate cash- and voucher-based interventions, and the roles of diverse stakeholders in taking cash 
transfer programming (CTP) to scale, including the broader humanitarian system, international organisations, 
and those at the national level, providers and recipients. 

This research, undertaken by the Humanitarian Futures Programme in conjunction with CaLP, will provide an 
analysis to explore what CTP might look like in the future (2020-2025), the implications for institutionalisation of 
cash by humanitarian actors, private sector, donors and governments, and the priority areas for further research 
or future action in order for CTP to be ‘fit for the future’. This could include reference to mandates, capacities and 
incentives; the rate of institutionalisation of cash; the future role of governments; funding, coordination and 
collaboration mechanisms; and the opportunities and challenges of working with the private sector. 

The project is designed to build on the momentum and increasing evidence base that is being created on CTP 
and the trajectory of cash programming within the evolving humanitarian sector. This project therefore hopes 
to address the following questions:

• What will the humanitarian world look like by 2020-25? Who will be the main actors and what will be the main 
influences?

• Is the humanitarian sector ready for more interaction with private actors in the implementation of CTP and 
other innovative approaches? What will this look like and how will this work?

• What are the trends in current and future projected funding of CTP?

• What strategies are donors, governments, private sector and international humanitarian coordination bodies 
considering to ensure that they are ‘fit for the future’?

• How will emerging donors play a role in the changing humanitarian landscape and the rise in new modalities 
such as CTP?

• What are the potential obstacles to supporting the projected growth in CTP?

• What strategies and institutional plans should be included (by donors and various policymakers) to ensure 
future capacity and readiness?
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TRENDS ANALYSIS MEETING 
3 June
Meeting Room 1, Virginia Woolf Building, 22 Kingsway, London, WC2B 6NR

AGENDA
Time   Activity

09.00 - 09.30  Coffee available 

09.30 - 10.30  Welcome and Introductions 
 • Introductions around the room
 • Introduction to the project 
 • Introduction to this meeting
 • ‘Fit for future’ word association

10.30 - 13.00   Analysis of trends and their influence on the future of cash transfer programming
 •  Presentation of trends: Global drivers and transformative factors affecting humanitarian 

action; opportunities and challenges

  Coffee break

 •  Group work: What might these global drivers and transformative factors mean for cash transfer 
programming in the future?

 • Presentation of trends in cash transfer programming
 • Plenary discussion: Key issues for cash transfer programming in the future

13:00 -14:00   Lunch 

14.00 - 17.00   Analysis of trends in the context of four research themes
 • Introduction to four research themes 
  - Financing mechanisms
  - Coordination systems 
  - Organisational capacities for scaling up
  - The use of social protection mechanisms 
 • Group work: Approaching key future issues around these themes 

  Coffee break

 • Reports back and summary

17.00 – 17.30   Looking forward to part two of the research 
 • How today’s discussion will inform our research and next steps
 • Revisit the ‘Fit for future’ word association 
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AIMS OF THE MEETING
The use of cash is now accepted, though not by all, as one of the tools in the humanitarian toolkit. It is 
very likely to still be around in 2025, but how it is used in humanitarian action and how cash fits into the 
humanitarian toolkit will probably look very different than today in light of the likely changes in the larger 
human environment as well as the natural progression of the modality as its uptake increases. In light of this, 
the aims of the Trends Analysis Meeting were:

• To present the global drivers and trends in the humanitarian sector most critical to the future of cash transfer 
programmes and analyse how they may influence CTP in 2025.

• To discuss what changes may be necessary for CTP to adapt to evolving contexts.

• To assist HFP and CaLP to refine the approach and deliverables for part two of the project.

‘FIT FOR THE FUTURE’ WORD ASSOCIATION
Participants were asked to reflect on their perceptions of what ‘fit for the future’ means in the context of CTP 
and write down key words. Figure 1 reflects the key words from participants, and the size of the word depicted 
represents the frequency of use. 

FIGURE 1: ‘FIT FOR THE FUTURE’
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Change
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GLOBAL DRIVERS AND TRANSFORMATIVE FACTORS LIKELY TO 
AFFECT CTP IN THE FUTURE
HFP conducted an analysis of interactive and dynamic trends that could shape the future of CTP, in both 
predictable and less predictable ways. The trends are presented at three interconnected levels: global-level 
drivers of change, subsequent transformative factors that may affect humanitarian action that stem from 
these global drivers, and trends in CTP representing one modality used in humanitarian action. These are not 
designed to create a definitive scenario for 2025, but rather to act as triggers for speculative discussion and 
for further research on the key issues, uncertainties and opportunities that are likely to be critical to CTP in the 
future. It is important to note the recognition that CTP is just one component and one consideration within 
the larger picture of the humanitarian sector; however, this project will be focusing on CTP but will include 
reference to other modalities in terms of their relation to and balance with CTP.

Figure 2 reflects the structure of the discussion around these trends in the meeting: changes at the global 
level, subsequent changes in the humanitarian world, and finally, how these two levels could influence future 
changes in CTP. Figure 3 shows the trends across all the levels that were presented to participants and that 
acted as the basis for the discussions.5 

FIGURE 2: FRAMEWORK APPROACH

THE
HUMANITARIAN

WORLD

MY/OUR WORLD
(CTP)

THE
WORLD

5 See Trends Analysis Meeting report: http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-2014/-fit-for-the-future- 

http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-2014/-fit-for-the-future-
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FIGURE 3: INTERACTIVE AND DYNAMIC TRENDS
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WHAT THESE GLOBAL DRIVERS AND TRANSFORMATIVE FACTORS 
MAY MEAN FOR CTP IN THE FUTURE:  THE POSSIBLE FUTURES WE 
NEED TO PREPARE FOR 
Participants were then asked to contemplate what the global drivers and transformative factors likely to affect 
humanitarian action might mean for CTP, and which may have greater roles to play in CTP’s evolution in the 
future. Participants were asked to take into account their experiences and opinions of recent and current 
trends in CTP, and list opportunities and challenges these trends might pose for the longer-term future of CTP. 
Following this group discussion, HFP presented the results of a review of potential evolutions in CTP conducted 
prior to the meeting, and the participants discussed whether their list of opportunities and challenges reflected 
these evolutions or if anything needed to be added or amended. 

The following is a summary of the most critical future issues discussed by participants, based on the group 
discussions had both before and after HFP’s presentation of trends in CTP’s evolution. It is important to note 
that the points raised under each heading often intersect with those under others. These points of intersection 
have been included to demonstrate the inter-linkages between these issues.

Increased scrutiny and demand for accountability
Global and regional financial crises and the increasing political centrality of crises is likely to result in a continued 
increase in demand for more effective tracking of cash transfers. In addition, as the tendency to provide cash 
transfers via small-scale, monitored interventions is likely to give way to larger interventions that are monitored 
less closely, it is inevitable that there will be more instances of diversion, security incidents and corruption. This 
may also contribute to drives for greater scrutiny of both cash and in-kind donations, and there is also likely to 
be a demand for better documentation on the appropriateness of what assistance providers are doing. 

Potential implications and further questions:

• Emphasis may increasingly be placed on ‘value for money’ approaches and could allow the opportunity for 
CTP to be highlighted as a cost-effective option in some scenarios. This could lead to increased engagement 
of the private sector as it may be able to offer higher ‘value for money’, and subsequently new partnerships 
for delivering CTP. Discussion was had on the potential split of labour if this were to occur, with participants 
suggesting that the private sector could eventually be undertaking 95 per cent of the roles in CTP but that 5 
per cent would still be needed from NGOs (see Expansion of actors and new partnerships for further implications 
around this theme). 

• There will be greater pressure on all involved to produce results-based interventions, as well as challenges to 
the current norms for measuring outcomes and impact. 

• Concerns about risk and reactions to scandals might lead to short-term changes, such as decreasing or stopping 
the provision of cash transfers in particularly insecure contexts. 

• Humanitarian actors may be spurred to learn about new ways to manage risks related to new delivery 
mechanisms. They may be driven to use more controlling tools, such as vouchers, which undermine some of 
the added benefits of CTP, including dignity and choice. 

CTP to be used as a cross-sectoral tool 
The expansion of what is thought of as humanitarian action and the blurring of boundaries within and 
between the spectrum of humanitarian aid and development will likely see calls for responses to cut across 
sectors and bridge the increasingly artificial divides of preparedness, response, recovery and resilience as well 
as development boundaries. Cash as a tool ‘does not care’; it could be used to achieve aims across sectors 
and the disaster-management spectrum, but opportunities and challenges arise as to how this would be 
operationalised. 
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Potential implications and further questions:

• This could have implications on how aid is coordinated and organised. Presently, different humanitarian 
clusters have repetitive discussions with one another over the co-ordination of CTP. However, the cluster 
system is increasingly perceived as too mandate-driven, and based on an outdated humanitarian model that 
does not fit the current reality. Calls could be made to move away from cluster-based approaches. 

• Discussion will need to shift away from what is being given to what is needed, and how those needs can be 
met. There will need to be evolution of thinking around CTP: from tool-centric to objective-focused. Without 
this evolution, it will be difficult for organisations to justify CTP in the context of their mandates and objectives.

• How could cross-sectoral support be provided? How can the system be coordinated to avoid duplication?

• Potential clash between CTP and traditional programming approaches, e.g. log frame, results-based 
management. 

• Coordination and collaboration could become easier if less sector-driven, and instead more cross-sector 
oriented and outcome-driven. Potential to move towards an ‘all in this together’ paradigm, but there could be 
a lot of resistance to this. 

• Possible decrease in the number of actors involved due to a breakdown in ‘silos’. This will have implications for 
the current coordination and organisational financing arrangements. For example, the number of response 
mechanisms utilised in a context may decrease. 

• Funding streams will need to be flexible and adapt in order to allow for the full potential of cash to bridge the 
sectoral divides. Are donors willing to accept a much broader set of objectives for their funding? This could 
lead to an increase in national platforms that facilitate cross-sector coordination within which CTP would have 
to operate. 

• Potential scenario of a ‘One UN cash response’, with one modality and a shift towards unconditional transfers. 

• Increasing embedding or linking of CTP with social protection schemes. Issues related to adaptability and 
scalability need to be factored in at the design stage of CTP. In addition, the link with social protection systems 
could risk missing multiple vulnerabilities.

Expansion of actors and new partnerships
Proliferation of involvement of non-traditional actors including non-Western NGOs, national and local private 
sector, state-capitalists, militaries, Diasporas, regional organisations, non-state actors, and non-Western donors 
will change perceptions about who is a humanitarian actor and which actors should be leading and supporting 
which function in CTPs.

Potential implications and further questions:

• There will likely be increased calls from these non-traditional actors for more systematic embedding of their 
roles into response planning. 

• Potentially broad implications for existing coordination mechanisms in the international humanitarian sector. 

• This will likely generate greater competition between ‘traditional’ and ‘non-traditional’ actors, and it is possible 
that local and national actors, including the private sector, military, and civil society, will be increasingly 
considered a ‘port of call’ for governments when it comes to using cash, rather than the international 
humanitarian system. 

• Could pose risks, e.g. could large multinationals take over? How to control risks particularly related to 
marginalisation of NGOs’ roles. What would it look like if the private sector is controlling 95 per cent of the cash 
transfer? 
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• Neither beneficiaries nor new actors are likely to care for the traditional mandates and division of labour, 
caring only that money is received on time. This will pose opportunities and also threats to UN agencies whose 
roles are defined by their mandates to meet needs in a particular sector (e.g. food); UN agencies are trying to 
incorporate cash-based responses in ways that correspond to their mandate and also ensure continued donor 
support.

• There may remain a tendency for certain aid agencies to favour vouchers and conditional grants over cash, as 
vouchers help ensure that the transfer is spent on goods and services perceived to illustrate to donors that the 
cash has been used in a manner required by both the donor and the organisation to fulfil their mandates.

• NGOs will likely provide more cash transfers at scale through consortia models which offer an option for donors 
to bypass UN agencies or agencies with very specific objectives, and to provide unconditional cash transfers 
meant to address a variety of basic needs.

• The private sector may bring many opportunities for enhancing cash transfers, especially in scaling up 
initiatives.

• There could be a risk of multinational private organisations taking on roles without sufficient or appropriate 
monitoring and accountability. For further discussion around the issue of diverging standards for accountability 
due to the expansion of types of actors, see Changing standards and principles. 

• What legal and logistical issues come into play with increasing use of CTPs delivered by the private sector? How 
does the humanitarian sector adapt to ensure that CTPs remain a secure mechanism? Legal, data protection 
issues?

Increasing role and uptake by national governments
The increasing use of country systems and the rising political centrality of crises will likely result in increasing 
focus on national sovereignty and national capacity to manage CTP, and less dependence on the international 
system. Several governments already distribute cash and vouchers when responding domestically to disasters, 
including more recently Pakistan, China, Sri Lanka and the US. Some governments that have not distributed 
cash to date may experiment with this approach, especially through national social protection schemes. This 
will produce a growing group of countries where government will have much stronger influence over the 
humanitarian action in their countries.

Potential implications and further questions:

• Beneficiary countries will have more freedom and ability to choose their preferred provider(s) of aid. For further 
discussion on the potential implications of this increase in demand-driven programming, see Evolving funding 
streams and mechanisms below. 

• This could lead to new coordination challenges and issues around accountability. It would also lead to the 
balance of power shifting from UN agencies and NGOs. Governments will explore what role (if any) international 
humanitarian actors should play in such responses, and international humanitarian actors will consider how 
best to engage with government-based systems and ensure impartial selection of beneficiaries. For example, 
in Somalia the national government would not want to be seen providing cash to anyone with any potential 
association with Al Shabaab. 

• Existing social protection mechanisms may offer some opportunities for making CTP an effective method for 
distributing aid in emergencies, but may be sufficiently inclusive or independent to allow for the impartial 
distribution of aid in some cases of emergency. However, undertaking CTP through social protection 
mechanisms could enable programming to be scaled up using existing sufficient systems. 
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Evolving funding streams and mechanisms
With the emergence and expansion of funding streams such as pooled funding, private financing, remittances and 
new donors, how and through whom funding in CTP takes place will evolve. For example, individual-to-individual 
transferring of cash may become more prominent with technological advancements such as crowd-sourcing. 

Potential implications and further questions:

• CTP and technology advancements decrease the distance between donors and beneficiaries. For further 
discussion about technological advancements and their impact on CTP in the future, see Increased access to 
technology.

• As beneficiaries increasingly have a more direct link to cash providers, will beneficiaries start pushing back 
against what donors feel is important in a crisis? How will this shape the application of CTPs? Is the humanitarian 
sector ready for this? Is it ready for people to decide what they need and voice their preferences? This will 
require more inclusive approaches and challenges to accountability, particularly with the changing nature of 
technology and widespread access to mobile technology. How can this be measured for impact?

• Emerging donors may opt for more fluid and expedient approaches driven by mutual interest rather than 
adherence to more long-standing arrangements and ties to traditional humanitarian coordination mechanisms. 
This could have profound implications for the role and profile of international humanitarian actors and 
humanitarian funding. In particular, INGOs will need to consider more carefully and identify what their added 
value is in specific contexts. 

• The emergence of new private sector donors could lead to issues relating to their vested interests in supporting 
NGOs, blurring the boundaries between corporate social responsibility and business.

• With increasingly vulnerable urban populations, CTP aimed at these beneficiaries will have the opportunity to 
make use of strong financial systems and innovation.

• Currently, donors supportive of CTP tend to work together and there is little outreach towards new and 
emerging donors who are interested, or not, in CTP. Efforts to increase this outreach could improve coordination 
of CTP funding, especially in terms of opening up and collaborating with pooled or private individual funding 
mechanisms. 

• Some donors have made policy changes to try and guide effective CTP, including those from the EU Foreign 
Affairs Council and ECHO. Other donors could follow suit, and guidelines could become a more central feature 
dictating CTP practices. For more discussion around guidelines and standards, see Changing standards and 
principles below. 

Changing standards and principles
With emerging actors and changes in power balances, the standards and principles used in humanitarian 
assistance and adhered to by many traditional NGOs, including cash transfer programming, will likely be 
questioned, debated and revised. 

Potential implications and further questions:

• As new actors continue to emerge and engage, current assumptions about the application and universality of 
humanitarian principles will likely be increasingly challenged. This is particularly the case with the increasing 
role of the private sector. Principles such as independence and neutrality may not only be challenged, but also 
require negotiation. Other principles such as right of access and impartiality are likely to be interpreted and 
applied differently by non-traditional humanitarian providers depending on the particular political context 
of the crisis. In addition, humanitarian principles may need to better align with other perceived fundamental 
policies and principles, for example, those focusing on human rights, and at the same time take into account 
issues related to national sovereignty. 
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• Whose standards will be followed for things like clean water and use of cash for water? Those of affected 
governments? Those of the international community? 

• How will the negotiation of humanitarian principles evolve?

• Perhaps there is a need for commonality of standards for cash. What would this look like and how could it go 
forward? Coordination of such a system could be difficult, with regard to who leads such a system and how is 
it tracked. 

Increased access to technology 
Technological advances provide many opportunities for improving CTP in all stages of the project cycle, 
especially with the current movement towards larger-scaled operations.

Potential implications and further questions:

• NGOs often have limited ability to utilise, absorb or take up new technologies. There is little investment in staff 
whose responsibility is to understand opportunities afforded by new technologies. Instead, it is currently the 
private sector driving this production of opportunities by approaching NGOs themselves (e.g. MasterCard and 
WFP; Vodafone and Save the Children).

• A lot of Western NGO and donor high-end decision-makers have poor or limited technological skills and 
capacities, and as a result may not actively support innovation sufficiently. If this is recognised, staff could be 
sought specifically for their ability to produce or work with innovative ideas. 

• Could help with current challenge of payment mechanisms not being fit for use in remote/volatile security 
areas. 

• Will require innovation to be not just reactive but preventative. Discussion was had about the difference 
between innovation and invention, with some participants arguing that both will be needed in order for CTP 
to be scaled up. 

• Will need better coordination to maximise innovative potential.

• Technology can also empower affected populations, allowing them not only to better coordinate their 
own responses to emergences, but also articulate their needs to those, including but not limited to the 
international humanitarian community, who may be able to offer assistance. Technology could also allow 
affected communities to contribute more to the monitoring of aid programmes and their effectiveness. 

WHAT COULD BE DONE TO ANTICIPATE AND ADAPT TO THESE 
FUTURE ISSUES: BEGINNING TO THINK AROUND THE FOUR RESEARCH 
THEMES 
Participants were grouped into four themes, representing elements of CTP particularly relevant to discussions 
about the future: coordination systems, funding mechanisms, institutionalisation of CTP, and the use of 
social protection mechanisms. Groups were asked to discuss which of the possible future issues previously 
discussed are particularly prominent to their specific theme and, with respect to that theme, any preliminary 
thoughts on what needs to change in order to anticipate and adapt to these future issues in the changing 
operational context. 

Institutionalisation
It was discussed that there is an overarching need for a business model shift; that how actors currently 
undertake CTP needs to change if programming is to increase in scale, speed and efficiency.
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Prioritised issues:

• Ability to form relationships with new partners. Potential changes needed:
- Research potential partners and get to know them
- Development of new skill sets
- Development of new partnering systems and structures; increase connectivity to partner systems
- Make agreements with partners in advance of need

• Transformation of mandates, objectives, and measurement. Potential changes needed:
- Development of baselines
- Increased investment in measurement and monitoring
- Development of new approach or criteria for measurement 

• Challenges of data standards: availability, management, confidentiality and freshness. Potential changes 
needed:
- Increased government buy-in and involvement
- Increased use of a set of minimum data standards fit for purpose
- Changes in skills-sets
- Increased efforts towards and innovation around data confidentiality 
- Update frequency of data collection

The use of social protection mechanisms 
Prioritised issues:

• Aligning humanitarian response with social protection systems. Potential changes needed:
-  Need to learn where the interface is between social protection and humanitarianism. Examine good practices 

(e.g. Productive Safety Net Programme), especially how short-term cash response can align with long-term 
social protection systems

-  Shared visions will have to be carefully understood
-  Two-track approach, where UN agencies can work on relations with governments and plans for the alignment 

of humanitarian CTP responses with existing or planned social protection mechanisms

• Challenges to building safety nets in emergencies. Potential changes needed:
-  Middle-income countries have the right elements of the system in place and can cope. Countries with social 

protection systems can do pre-registration, better targeting, better tracking of beneficiaries – these are 
mainly government-run programs – but how to ensure humanitarian principles in these contexts? How to 
protect beneficiary data? Also, in fragile state contexts, cash can potentially fuel conflicts

-  Can safety nets designed for one purpose (i.e. poverty reduction, reducing vulnerability) be used for another 
(i.e. humanitarian response)?

• Utilising new technologies. Potential changes needed:
 -  Increased awareness of potential use of new technologies in CTP, especially at scale. Sharing of good practices 

and demonstration studies
 - Capacity building

Coordination systems
Prioritised issues:

• How to encourage collaboration between sectoral actors or get around a current lack of collaboration. 

• Working with emerging actors, including with certain private sector actors that have different rules; and 
working closely with governments.
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Potential changes needed:
 - Come together to identify shared value and comparative advantages
 - Strategic coordination between donors 

Funding mechanisms
Prioritised issues:

• The need for flexible funding mechanisms appropriate for the cross-cutting use of CTP. Potential changes 
needed:
 - Need to move away from sector-based objectives to defining results more broadly
 - Better dialogue around how partners use un-earmarked funding so that they prioritise CTP
-  Find ways to finance the administrative costs of agencies other than as a percentage of the cost of items to 

be delivered

• Continually risk-averse donors. Potential changes needed:
 - More regular data collection to update beneficiary lists and ensure cash is targeted correctly
 - More comparative studies on risks and impact of CTP and in-kind aid
 -  Advocacy to increase buy-in: demonstration studies of scaled-up initiatives. Particular targets could include 

pooled-funds boards that currently do not often fund for CTP.

• Ensuring accountability of emerging, small/individual and private donors. Potential changes needed:
 -  Donors such as DFID could use the Good Humanitarian Donorship group and its current engagement with 

smaller/emerging donors to promote CTP and good accountability.

SUMMARY OF THE MEETING DISCUSSIONS
The overriding theme of discussions during the meeting was that all aspects of CTP will need to exhibit flexibility 
in the near future due to the changing humanitarian environment, and the fact that CTP itself is progressing. 
Funding mechanisms and coordination systems may have to accommodate and encourage emerging actors, 
enable multi-actor collaboration despite different mandates and accountability principles, and allow CTP to 
be utilised as an approach that cuts across a range of objectives. In order for CTP to be institutionalised within 
organisations and aid agencies, data-management systems will have to be made more efficient and be able 
to respond to the needs of the specific programme and its partners, and innovative partnering structures 
will have to be investigated. If social protection systems are to be utilised as an approach to scaling up cash 
transfer programmes, examination will be needed of how short-term timelines of cash response can align with 
longer-term social protection systems, as well as how safety nets can be utilised for a purpose other than that 
for which they were originally designed. 

HOW THE OUTCOMES OF THIS MEETING WILL BE UTILISED
As previously mentioned, this meeting provided an opportunity to share the findings from Part 1 of this 
research to the Technical Advisory Group and other stakeholders, and gain this network’s insights into the 
possible focus, approach and deliverables for Part 2 of the project. Part 2 of this research aims to examine to 
what extent CTP, and the actors involved, are ‘fit for the future’. This research will likely be approached around 
the four themes discussed above (although may be subject to change): coordination systems, financing 
mechanisms, institutionalisation of CTP, and the use of social protection mechanisms, and will involve key 
informant interviews with a diverse range of current and emerging actors and agencies.

The meeting highlighted a set of key issues for CTP in the future, described in section 4 of this report, which will 
be taken as some of the possible futures against which these actors will be assessed ‘fit’. This list will inform the 
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sorts of questions asked and the types of people approached for the interviews for part 2. The initial discussions 
held during the meeting, on the actions or changes potentially required around these four themes in order to 
adapt to these possible future issues, have provided points from which to launch further discussion around the 
specific directions of each strand of research. 

A Findings Meeting will be held in September (date to be confirmed) to present the outcomes of the four strands 
of research. This could include findings related to specific obstacles preventing the system or organisations 
being fit for these possible futures, or innovative approaches being trialled or successfully undertaken in 
efforts to prepare for these futures issues. The meeting will hopefully discuss initial suggestions of changes in 
policy and practice that could help CTP and its actors to be ‘fit for the future’, as well as where further research 
is needed, to help CaLP identify a future action agenda. 

We hope that the technical advisory group and the wider network of stakeholders will continue to inform the 
direction and focus of the research. See Trends Analysis Meeting report: http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-
2014/-fit-for-the-future- 

For those people unable to attend the meeting who are interested in learning more, please contact Lucy 
Pearson at the Humanitarian Futures Programme, lucy.pearson@kcl.ac.uk. 
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SCALING UP EXISTING SOCIAL SAFETY NETS 
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INTRODUCTION

The project
Since the 2004 Indian Ocean Tsunami there has been a progressive trend within the humanitarian sector at large 
to use cash transfers as a programme modality both in response to, and recovery from, conflict and disaster 
contexts. This research project, undertaken by the Humanitarian Futures Programme (HFP) in conjunction 
with the Cash Learning Partnership (CaLP), builds on this momentum. Based on various understandings of 
the changing humanitarian operating environment, it presents an analysis of what CTP might look like in the 
future (2025), and assesses the extent to which CTP and the actors involved are ‘fit’ for developments in the 
sector. The project’s findings and assumptions are designed to serve as the basis for the development of a 
forward-looking action agenda, conceived under CaLP’s leadership, and with support from a group of relevant 
experts formed to advise the project.

The first phase of the research delivered an analysis of the transformative factors likely to affect humanitarian 
action in the future and the potential trends in CTP. These factors were subsequently discussed in a Trends 
Analysis Meeting,6 and included: the institutionalisation of cash; new actors, relationships, and partnerships; 
the increasing uptake and role of national governments; and advances in innovation and technology. The 
project’s second phase examined implications of these trends for the future of CTP. It focused on four themes in 
particular which, following consultation with CTP actors and examination of existing research, were identified 
as critical topics for the future of CTP. These critical themes included: coordination systems and CTP; the future 
of financing CTP; the use of CTP by governments responding to national emergencies; and the potential links 
between social protection mechanisms and emergency response. The latter is the subject of this report. A final, 
overarching report synthesises the findings from phase 1 and the four thematic elements of phase 2, offering 
an emerging picture of CTP in a rapidly changing humanitarian landscape.

This report
This paper focuses on the current discussion among humanitarian and development actors about using 
existing programmes to deliver emergency responses. The rationale for this view is that using existing social 
protection programmes could allow a quicker, more efficient, better coordinated and therefore more effective 
response, and that some of the distinctions commonly made between humanitarian responses and social 
protection (for example that humanitarian responses meet basic consumption needs in the short term while 
social protection supports human capital development in the long term) may not be quite so strong in practice. 
Interest in this opportunity is likely to grow, particularly as social protection programmes may grow given 
commitments to the Social Protection Floor and to the principle of ‘no-one left behind’ in the emerging post-
2015/post-MDGs agenda. However, whilst social protection systems7 are increasingly being used to deliver 
cash transfers,8 particularly at scale, and countries with social protection systems may have structures in place 
to better employ pre-registration, targeting, and beneficiary tracking, there is a need to better understand the 
interface between social protection and humanitarianism through the examination of current experiences, 
challenges and good practices, especially in relation to how short-term cash responses can align with long-
term social protection systems. The key question to be raised is whether long-term safety nets/social protection 
programmes designed for one purpose (i.e. poverty reduction, reducing vulnerability) can be effectively used 

6 See Trends Analysis Meeting report: http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-2014/-fit-for-the-future- 
7  Social protection is defined in different ways by different stakeholders. In general, it comprises a range of responses from poverty-targeted transfers to 

age-cohort based programmes such as social pensions and other forms of social insurance. Social protection can provide support through cash or in-kind 
transfers but is distinguishable from emergency response by its longevity. Social safety nets (SSN) sit somewhere between emergency responses and longer 
term social protection and are more commonly found in the poorest countries where long-term social protection is limited by financing constraints. In 
practice, social protection and safety nets often refer to the same thing but different organisations choose different terminology. 

8  Cash transfers are either unconditional or conditional transfers of a specified amount of money to a target group, enabling beneficiaries to purchase the 
items necessary for their basic needs (including but not limited to food). 

http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-2014/-fit-for-the-future-
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for another (i.e. humanitarian response). Examining the targeting, caseload and location of beneficiaries is also 
important in understanding who is being targeted and whether the number of beneficiaries can be scaled up. 
At the same time, the effectiveness and potential of new technologies in the administration of cash transfer 
programmes should be looked into. 

This paper uses a case-study approach to analyse the actual and potential role of social protection systems in 
humanitarian response, the extent that such mechanisms have been used for timely and at-scale humanitarian 
response, and opportunities/challenges for taking this forward. The specific focus of the analysis is on lessons 
from two major social protection programmes: Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) and Kenya’s 
Hunger Safety Net Programme (HSNP). Ethiopia and Kenya represent experiences in a part of Africa where there 
is a high level of humanitarian response and where a key driver of shocks is natural disasters. The countries also 
reflect many of the widespread experiences in low-income countries where there is limited capacity to deliver 
social protection. Whilst middle-income countries such as India, Brazil and Mexico have much larger social 
protection programmes and some, Mexico in particular, have been able to scale up social protection rapidly in 
the face of global shocks, the team felt it was important to use case studies of countries with lower capacity, 
where external assistance during emergencies was most likely to be needed. 

The literature used for this study includes programme documentation, evaluations and analysis. In addition, 
programme experts in the two countries were consulted for additional information. These two case studies 
provide important insights into the opportunities and challenges for using existing programmes for 
humanitarian responses, but it should be noted that they represent only a very limited part of the spectrum 
of approaches to social protection. It is also worth noting that many of the findings from Ethiopia, where the 
programme delivers various combinations of cash and food transfers, are not specific to cash. 

Part 1 examines the context of social protection systems in the Horn of Africa, specifically the PSNP and HSNP, 
and their use in emergencies. Part 2 assesses current obstacles and challenges to scaling up the PSNP and 
HSNP in theory and in practice. Part 3 describes potential challenges and opportunities for scaling up in the 
future, and Part 4 looks to the future and how what has emerged from this research can be taken forward.

PART 1: CONTEXT ANALYSIS 
In the Horn of Africa region, decades of regular humanitarian, and particularly climate-related, emergencies 
have brought about consensus among both national governments and donors that the predictability of 
crisis calls for a more predictable and longer-term response to food insecurity than annual humanitarian 
appeals. Social protection programmes, and specifically cash transfer programmes, are a mechanism by which 
predictable resources can be provided, with three possible linked outcomes: 

• Meeting the immediate consumption needs of the poor.

• Increasing the ability of poor or vulnerable households to withstand shocks.

• Building the asset-base of poor households so they can invest in more productive and remunerative livelihoods 
activities.

This basic theory of change – namely that by providing long-term, regular transfers, people are better able to 
cope with shocks and stresses rather than reverting to harmful coping strategies – is at the heart of many social 
protection programmes in the region. Two particularly important examples are the Productive Safety Net 
Programme (PSNP) in Ethiopia, and the Hunger Safety Net Programme (HSNP) in Kenya. Both were established 
to provide an alternative response in situations where much of the hunger found was seasonal or chronic rather 
than unpredictable, and where the predominant food-based response was raising concerns about inefficiency.

In 2002-2003, drought in Ethiopia resulted in more than 13 million people requiring emergency food 
assistance. The government, moved by acknowledgement that the emergency appeal system too often 
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resulted in late delivery of food assistance, established the New Coalition for Food Security and began to explore 
alternative approaches to tackling hunger. The focus switched from emergency response to the provision of a 
more predictable and sustainable ‘safety net’ system.9 This new approach saw the establishment of the PSNP, 
beginning in 2005 with 5.1 million beneficiaries in four regional states (Amhara, Tigray, Oromia and Southern 
Nations, Nationalities and Peoples’ Region [SNNPR]) (see Table 1). Beneficiaries were entitled to six months of 
transfers (meant to cover a seasonal food gap) as food, or cash, or a combination of food and cash for six months 
each year. Beneficiaries with labour capacity (approximately 80 per cent of beneficiary households) delivered 
public works activities such as soil and water conservation or the construction of classrooms and health clinics. 
Beneficiaries with no labour capacity in the household received ‘direct support’ with no work requirement. In 
subsequent years the PSNP extended coverage and, in some places where food security was particularly severe or 
prolonged, the length of coverage and/or the level of payment were increased (see Table 2). Phase 2 of the PSNP 
will run until the end of 2014 with around 7.5 million beneficiaries; a new phase is currently under negotiation.

TABLE 1: PSNP AT A GLANCE 10

It is important to note that the programme evolved over the years and made adjustments as necessary in 
response to unanticipated challenges: for instance, the denomination of the bank notes being transferred 
were initially of the wrong value, causing payment delays. The PSNP has been running for eight years and 
it could be argued that it has taken this long to ‘get it right’. This has implications for how well-established a 
programme might need to be before using it to deliver an emergency response becomes viable. 

9  Raisin, 2001; Smith and Subbarao, 2003. We use the term ‘safety nets’ here as opposed to ‘social protection’ because the former dominated policies and 
programming at this time.

10  Adapted from Slater et al., 2013

Programme summary Productive Safety Nets Programme (PSNP)

Location Ethiopia

Implementing agency and key partners Government and a donor group including World Bank, 
CIDA, DFID, EC, Irish Aid, RNE, SIDA, USAID and WFP

Duration and value 2005-2014. Annual budget approx. US $347 million 

Key programme objective/s Enhanced food security status for male and female 
members of chronically food insecure (CFI) households in 
CFI woredas 

Target beneficiaries and number 7.57 million chronically food insecure (approx. 10% of total 
population)

Social protection tool/s used Cash transfers, public works

Other livelihood support offered Access to Household Asset Building Programme/other 
food security programmes

Innovative elements

Crisis scalable?  
Any evidence of use of crisis modifiers?

Contingency budget and Risk Financing Mechanism

Key lessons learnt during implementation • Regular, higher-value transfers have greater impact
•  Need flexibility between cash and food transfers 

depending on context
•  PSNP has greater impact when implemented together 

with the Household Asset Building Programme. 
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Programme summary Hunger Safety Nets Programme (HSNP)

Location Kenya ASAL

Implementing agency and key partners Ministry of State for Development of Northern Kenya and 
Other Arid Lands ASAL Secretariat in partnership with 
NGOs and private sector operators

Duration and value 2007-2017, £80m (DFID), AUD22m (AusAID)

Key programme objective/s To reduce extreme poverty, vulnerability and hunger

Target beneficiaries and number Phase I (from 2007-2012) targeted 66,000 households with 
testing of different targeting mechanisms. Phase II (from 
2012 to 2017) aims to reach up to 400,000 households.

Social protection tool/s used Three types of targeting piloted in Phase I:
• Community-based targeting
• Dependency ratio
• Social pension
No conditionalities

Other livelihood support offered Use of smartcard technology to access and process the 
payments

Innovative elements Planned in second phase through layering of additional 
benefits/instruments but not additional caseload

Crisis scalable?  
Any evidence of use of crisis modifiers?

Contingency budget and Risk Financing Mechanism

Key lessons learnt during implementation •  Need to trial alternative programme designs such as 
indexing payments to household size and/or inflation

•  Phase II: improved targeting process based on lessons 
learned in previous phase

Evidence of success in building resilience? Evidence is inconclusive at this stage. Some evidence of 
increase in food security and retention of livestock in the 
face of repeated cycles of drought

The HSNP began in Kenya in 2007, and in its first phase ran as a (increasingly large scale) pilot with key design 
and implementation features tested until 2012, including different targeting mechanisms (proxy means 
testing, community-based, and age-based). The target coverage for the first phase was 69,000 households in
four districts in the Arid and Semi-Arid Lands (ASAL) of northern Kenya: Mandera, Wajir, Marsabit and Turkana. 
The HSNP aimed to provide beneficiaries with regular and guaranteed cash transfers. Phase II, which started 
in January 2013, aims to benefit 100,000 of the poorest households. Despite the remoteness of much of 
the ASAL region, the presence of thin markets and high levels of mobility among beneficiaries (all of which 
are often put forward as an argument against using cash transfers) the HSNP sought to find alternative 
technologies to overcome the specific economic and geographical implementation challenges. The HSNP 
uses an innovative approach for payments – using point of sale (POS) devices and biometric cards – so 
that individual households are not restricted to single centres to receive transfers, and the system does not 
depend on frequently weak and highly dispersed public sector institutions. Instead, cash transfers are made 
through a private sector banking system.

TABLE 2: HSNP AT A GLANCE
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PART 2: CURRENT OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES TO SCALING UP 
IN THEORY AND IN PRACTICE
Whilst both these programmes are aimed at meeting predictable needs, they both have the potential to scale 
up during a crisis, including elements of scale up incorporated into design. Over time, the PSNP has drawn on 
two mechanisms for scaling up during a crisis – contingency funding and the Risk Financing Mechanism (RFM). 
The former was part of PSNP’s original design, whereas the RFM was introduced in a subsequent re-design in 
order to better address contingency needs. These two mechanisms have resulted in three specific responses: 
the increase of transfer levels; the extension of the duration of transfers each year; and the addition of new 
beneficiaries (see Table 3).

PSNP
In Phase 1 of the PSNP (2005-2009), the PSNP used contingency funds in order to respond to unpredictable 
increases in caseload. In theory, the contingency budget (about 20 per cent of total transfers) is not programmed 
on a multi-annual basis but kept available for unplanned increases in caseload and for increasing the size of 
the transfer to existing beneficiaries. In 2008, additional transfers were provided to 4.43 million beneficiaries in 
the context of severe drought in some PSNP woredas (districts) and rising food prices, enabling them to meet 
their consumption needs until the next harvest. The use of contingency funding in the PSNP faces some fairly 
frequent challenges. First, in practice the regular caseload of food-insecure households frequently exceeds the 
programming resources available for the regular caseload, so at regional and woreda level the contingency 
funds are usually used to increase the regular caseload, irrespective of whether any particular shock (such as 
drought, food price inflation etc.) is faced. In some woredas, particularly in SNNPR, even with the regular use 
of the contingency budget the resource envelope for PSNP still does not cover the number of households 
with food gaps of three months or more, and resources are split or diluted between a greater number of 
households so that each household receives only a share of the full transfer. Contingency budgets have also 
been used to extend the period over which households have received transfers (either for a limited period 
during a particularly difficult year, or in geographical locations where climate differences mean that the hungry 
months are regularly longer than in other locations) or to increase the value of the transfer in order to make a 
more meaningful impact on household consumption. Overall, in Phase 1 of the PSNP, the contingency budget 
was primarily used not as a mechanism to tackle unpredictable increases in need, but instead to augment the 
regular caseload.
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PSNP Coverage/number of beneficiaries Benefit levels and duration
(PW – public works beneficiaries; 
DS – direct support beneficiaries) 

2005 4,838,405 6 birr/3kg food per day – PW
30 birr per person per month – DS

2006 7,192,072 (inclusion of Afar region and scale 
up in existing regions)

6 birr/3kg food per day
30 birr per person per month – DS

2007 7,192,372 6 birr per day/3kg food for 6 months

2008 7,355,043 (inclusion of Somali region)
4.43 million existing beneficiaries received 
extended payments under contingency 
budget

8 birr per day for 6 months
Extension to 8 months

2009 7,574,480.
6.42 million existing beneficiaries received 
extended payments under contingency 
budget

10 birr per day for 6 months
Extension to 8 months

2010  No figure available 10 birr per day for 6 months

2011 7,535,496 planned
9.6 million beneficiaries in total – including 6.5 
million regular and contingency, and
3.1 million additional beneficiaries under RFM

10 birr per day for 6 months
Extension to up to 9 months for existing  
beneficiaries
Up to 3 months for additional beneficiaries

2012 7.6 million

(expansion to additional 15 woredas in 
pastoral areas)

14 birr per day for 6 months

2013 6.9 million
(decrease due to households being graduated 
from PSNP)

TABLE 3: CHANGES TO PSNP COVERAGE, BENEFIT LEVEL AND DURATION OF 
SUPPORT 2005-201311

11 Adapted from Slater et al., 2013

Subsequently, under Phase 2, a Risk Financing Mechanism (RFM) was introduced to the PSNP. The rationale was 
that, with the contingency budget largely committed to regular caseloads, and a range of ad-hoc responses 
to droughts from 2008-2010, there was a need for an improved mechanism to allow a rapid mobilisation of 
additional resources in the event of an emergency. The RFM was established in 2009 with a fund of US$160 
million available and allowing for up to $80 million to be mobilised for a particular crisis each year. The RFM 
depends on an established Early Warning System (EWS) that is in place to monitor the situation and trigger the 
RFM when needed, and contingency planning occurs at the woreda level to expedite implementation once the 
funds are released. The idea is that beneficiaries receive the funds before the hardest effects of the crisis are felt, 
dramatically reducing the time typically associated with humanitarian response. 
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12  Hobson and Campbell, 2012.
13 Ibid.

In 2011, the RFM was triggered. Support was provided to an additional caseload of 3.1 million additional 
beneficiaries to receive transfers for three months in PSNP woredas (identified through the PSNP contingency 
budget targeting procedures at village level where a [published] ranking takes place) and extended the 
duration of transfers for 6.5 million existing beneficiaries for an additional three months. In cropping areas 
beneficiaries received cash, whereas in pastoral areas they received food. 

The critical thing to note is the timeliness of the additional assistance provided under the PSNP, compared to 
a parallel humanitarian appeal. The RFM was triggered in August 2011, with funds disbursed six weeks after 
the request was made. In contrast, the humanitarian appeal took far longer from assessment to disbursement. 
The appeal was launched in March 2011, a full five months after the semi-annual assessment was completed. 
Eventually, by December 2011, contributions to the appeal had achieved (a very credible) 94 per cent of the 
value of appeal, with disbursements over a far longer period.12 (See Table 4). 

Whilst the RFM has, thus far, been implemented only in PSNP woredas, it shows potential for non-PSNP woredas 
(i.e. those that tend to experience only transitory rather than chronic food shortages) to shorten the lead/
response times normally seen in emergency humanitarian appeals. However, the RFM currently depends on 
the existing PSNP administrative and financial systems and these do not exist outside PSNP woredas. There 
simply are not the systems in place to deliver elsewhere. But, note that:

‘Given the events of 2011, there is also reason to suggest that the RFM, as a stand-alone 
instrument, could be scaled up across Ethiopia to cover areas outside of the current PSNP. 
Prepositioning financing, capacity, institutions, plans and a strong early warning system 
across the entire country would lead to a faster, more effective response than is possible under 
the current system. Even without nationwide coverage, the RFM is the largest example of risk 
insurance in a humanitarian context in Africa, and the 2011 experience shows us that it works.’ 13

Since 2011, the PSNP’s RFM has not been triggered but the financial, institutional and administrative 
architecture remains in place to allow it to do so – it remains unclear what would happen in practice in a 
scenario where Ethiopia faced year-on-year serious shocks, and whether an expended RFM could and would 
be further replenished. Finally, whilst we know that the period from assessment to the delivery of transfers 
is faster through the RFM, we do not have robust evidence on whether the targeting of additional caseload 
meant that it was able to reach those worst affected by the shock.

HSNP
In Kenya, it is far more difficult to trace the extent to which the HSNP has responded to new, additional 
caseload or increasing need on the part of existing beneficiaries. Whilst it is possible to track changes in 
programme coverage and increases in transfer size, it has proved difficult, particularly because of the timing 
of the programme (from 2008 onwards – with 2008 being a particularly unusual year) to unpick the extent to 
which these could be viewed as a response to an emergency versus a planned increase in caseload, or a shift in 
transfer value to bring Kenya’s various social protection programmes to parity in terms of benefit level. 
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Whilst in 2011, both PSNP and HSNP responded to the drought by scaling up support, in Kenya the response 
was far more limited. The HSNP delivered additional emergency support to beneficiaries, doubling the amount 
transferred (within a planned expansion process), although the caseload remained the same. In Kenya, the 
challenges of scaling up social protection to provide an emergency response are far greater. There are some 
specific contextual factors, including the challenges of scaling up in far more remote areas and among mobile/
pastoralist beneficiaries, the relative ‘fledgling’ status of HSNP at the time, and the level of government 
involvement. Beyond this, four other factors appear to be important. First, targeting systems in the HSNP are 
not so easily extended to new beneficiaries because the HSNP has been testing different targeting systems in 
different locations and it is not clear which would be applied to identify new emergency beneficiaries. Second, 
whilst in Ethiopia the PSNP is by far the largest social protection programme, in Kenya the HSNP is only one 
part of the government’s broader social protection strategy and sits alongside a range of other, growing, 
programmes such as cash transfers for orphans and vulnerable children, and social pensions. Third, there are 
plans to establish a National Drought and Disaster Contingency Fund but this is not yet operational and plans 
for an Early Warning System are not fully developed so the trigger mechanism is not in place. Finally, given the 
different ways in which the full range of Kenyan social protection programmes are targeted, establishing a risk 
finance mechanism with specific criteria for mobilising emergency resources, coordinated across a range of 
sectors, will be far more challenging than in Ethiopia. The implication for other countries facing humanitarian 
crises, even those where a social protection system is already established, is that it is not automatically or 
particularly straightforward to scale up. We will return to this point in the next section. 

PART 3: POTENTIAL FUTURE OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES 
TO SCALING UP
The experiences of the PSNP and HSNP are limited but as case studies they provide some insights into the 
potential for and challenges to using existing social protection programmes for additional emergency 
response. The lessons are discussed here in relation to four sub-headings: 

• Caseload 
• Pre-conditions 
• Coordination 
• Incentives, principles and procedures

HSNP Coverage/number of beneficiaries Benefit levels and duration

2008 Target for Phase 1:
300,000 people or around 60,000 households

KES 2,150 per household every 2 months

2009 KES 2,150 per household every 2 months

2010 52,854 households KES 2,150 per household every 2 months

2011 KES 2,150 per household every 2 months 
increased to 3,000 from Sep/Oct
KES 4,300 per household as one-off payment 
in Jul/Aug

2012 496,800 people
68,621 households

KES 3,500 per household every 2 months from 
Mar/Apr

2013  Target for Phase 2:

TABLE 5: HSNP CHANGES IN COVERAGE, BENEFIT LEVELS AND DURATION OF TRANSFERS15

15  See: HSNP project website: www.hsnp.or.ke; Ndoka, 2013
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Caseload
In terms of caseload, one of the main challenges to using existing social protection programmes is the 
question of whether beneficiaries of existing social protection programmes have different characteristics to 
those affected by any given emergency. In a literature review of responses to the fuel, food and financial (‘Triple 
F’) crisis of 2007-2009,16 it is concluded that existing social assistance systems may not necessarily function well 
as a basis for crisis response, given the different caseloads and support requirements. It is worth unpicking this 
argument and asking what the HSNP and PSNP experiences tell us. 

McCord (2013) argues that given the different characteristics of the chronically poor, who are eligible for 
support under established instruments, and the new poor,17 who are unlikely to be, there may be a tension in 
designing shock-responsive programming to meet the needs of both. So the type and location of shock are 
important. This argument stems from work focusing on financial shocks when the target group for emergency 
assistance tends to be more predominant in urban areas and includes formal and informal sector workers. In 
terms of food production shocks, especially those related to drought, there may be more overlaps in caseload 
(as seen in the case of HSNP, when it was deemed appropriate to double the support to existing beneficiaries 
in 2011); but in the case of food price shocks, the impacts may be felt more in urban areas. Put simply, it isn’t 
possible to use an existing rural programme to tackle a shock that is felt predominantly in urban areas.

So, McCord’s challenge appears to be less of a concern with the PSNP and HSNP than it might be in other 
programmes (such as social pensions) when the shock is a natural disaster or food production shock – since 
with both PSNP and HSNP, it is reasonable to expect rather similar caseloads for seasonal or chronic hunger 
and for emergencies. HSNP is found in a geographically quite discrete location, with few large urban areas 
or situations where the type of shock is likely to differ significantly and require a different type of response. 
In PSNP woredas there tend to be rather low levels of urbanisation and formal sector employment, buffering 
households at least partially against the impacts of broader global financial shocks. 

Social protection programmes that target specific groups, such as older people and orphans, will not be 
particularly useful to draw on in terms of reaching the desired caseload in a humanitarian response, where the 
crisis is felt by all, regardless of age or social category. For example, in the absence of evidence that households 
with elderly people are far more adversely affected by a flood or drought than those without, and unless all 
households contain old people, using old age to target is unlikely to reach those most affected by a shock. 
The opportunities are greater in programmes such as the PSNP and HSNP that aim to target the poorest and 
often the most vulnerable to the impact of covariant (shared) shocks and so may be better placed to reach 
those most likely to be affected by a humanitarian crisis. However, further analysis and a broader range of case 
studies will be required to understand how the type of shock that households face affects the opportunity for 
emergency responses to use existing social protection programmes.

Pre-conditions
A set of preconditions are critical if existing cash transfer programmes can be built on to provide emergency 
response. The first is to ensure that cash is appropriate in any given context. In situations where limited systems 
are in place to distribute cash it may be more feasible and cost-efficient to switch to alternatives, including food, 
for example through school feeding. The purchasing power of cash needs to be established. Cash transfers are 
best index-linked to market food prices to ensure that recipients can consistently access an adequate amount 
of food in the face of changing prices. But index-linking cannot, in practice, be unlimited. In Ethiopia in 2008, 
the price of staple foods increased to around 300-350 per cent of 2006 prices, eroding the real value of the cash 
transfer and necessitating a cash-plus-food combination because it was impractical to expect cash to keep up 

16  It is also worth noting the financial crisis usually is not considered a humanitarian shock by humanitarians – we will return to the different perspectives of 
what constitutes a ‘crisis’ or ‘shock’ below.

17  The new poor are those who have lost their jobs due to the contraction of formal sector employment associated with financial crisis. 
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with price inflation. The HSNP doubled the size of transfers to existing beneficiaries in response to the 2011 
drought, which was necessary to meet their immediate needs. Notwithstanding the importance of ensuring 
that a cash response is appropriate, building emergency responses on existing social protection programmes 
may help to embed a cash-first (rather than food-first) approach because social protection programmes tend to 
face less opposition or reluctance to deliver cash (as opposed to food) compared to emergency programmes.

In Ethiopia, four pre-conditions for efficient scale-up are identified by Hobson and Campbell: 

• Early warning 
• Contingency plans
• Contingency financing 
• Institutions and capacity

The Ethiopia example shows that there is potential for existing social protection programmes to increase in scale 
during an emergency far faster than existing humanitarian systems, as long the necessary preconditions are 
in place. However, the Ethiopia case is unusual and in other countries the preconditions are rarely present. For 
example, under humanitarian systems, needs assessments are conducted only once the effects of a crisis have 
manifested themselves, so early warning is rarely early enough. Similarly, the lag between needs assessments, 
an appeal for funds and subsequent resource-mobilisation can be a major constraint.18 The challenge is not 
just assessing whether the whole system can expand, but also ensuring that money is sitting in bank accounts, 
earmarked for this purpose and ready to be moved. 

Coordination
The preconditions identified by Hobson and Campbell point to a wider range of institutional and financial 
arrangements that are required. Experiences in Kenya and Ethiopia show that cash transfers can be a useful 
instrument and can be scaled up, but only if data is available on those in need, the mechanisms are in place 
to deliver the transfer and additional resources are available (and pre-positioned). For all these elements to 
be in place, coordination between all sorts of actors is critical. Intra-agency coordination (between different 
parts of bilateral agencies), inter-agency coordination (for example between different parts of the UN), agency-
government coordination, intra-ministerial coordination (between departments within ministries) and inter-
ministerial coordination (between ministries) and government coordination are all important.

The HSNP and PSNP case studies suggest that it is easier to scale up vertically (providing larger transfers or 
transfers of longer duration) to existing beneficiaries than horizontally (new beneficiaries), especially in areas 
without existing targeting and delivery systems. As indicated above, whilst the PSNP was able to scale up in 
terms of numbers of beneficiaries in response to the 2011 drought, the HSNP did not do so. However, in Phase 
2 of the HSNP, all households in the four targeted districts have been registered (of which around one-quarter 
receive the transfer), which means that their poverty rankings are recorded and information is available to other 
potential programming, which could be utilised in the event of a humanitarian emergency. This highlights the 
importance of having adequate data on poverty indicators in order to scale up. According to the Independent 
Evaluation Group of the World Bank:

‘Existing CT lack institutional flexibility in intake process and management information to 
quickly absorb households with different poverty characteristics from the chronically poor 
whom the programmes conventionally serve.’ 19

18  Hobson and Campbell, 2012
19  McCord, 2013
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So, wider poverty assessments or community wealth ranking beyond the targeted beneficiary lists must already 
exist. But what happens if geographical targeting systems are part of a targeting system and the shock is 
outside existing social protection programme locations? In case of the PSNP, the programme is geographically 
targeted first, and then depends on community-based wealth ranking. Even in PSNP woredas, there are villages 
that receive benefits and others that do not. Hobson and Campbell suggest that the future priority should 
be working out how an RFM tailored to Ethiopia’s pastoralist context might be established and the use of 
RFM outside PSNP districts. This would require some sort of household wealth or food insecurity ranking at 
woreda and/or kebele level in all parts of Ethiopia, not just in PSNP-designated woredas. The PSNP provides 
an important insight into the limits to delivering crisis scalability in countries where existing social protection 
programmes are geographically targeted: 

‘Any humanitarian response attempting to utilise existing PSNP administrative and financial 
systems should therefore take this into account, as the target group in a humanitarian 
emergency may not necessarily follow the same geographical targeting as established in social 
protection programmes. It is not particularly feasible to carry out new targeting on a large scale 
in the context of an emergency.’ 20

But the PSNP experience also says something about opportunities. It shows us what can be achieved where 
there is a well-functioning donor coordination process and close links with a range of government departments.

Whilst the HSNP experience has yielded relatively little insight about scaling up existing social protection programmes 
to provide an emergency response, it does provide some important lessons about specific design features and the 
use of new or alternative technologies to deliver cash transfers. The HSNP has piloted new technologies which 
have made it considerably easier and faster to deliver transfers to beneficiaries. A network of Equity Bank agents 
uses biometric point-of-sale machines, making payments reliable and secure. Other technologies in rural Kenya 
(especially M-Pesa) provide another example of how CTPs might be scaled up. In the case of HSNP, it is important 
to note that transfers depend on biometric cards. The collection of biometric information, the production of cards 
and the delivery of cards to beneficiary populations takes months, rather than weeks, so this presents a constraint 
to the speed at which additional caseloads can be added to existing programmes. 

Alignment of objectives, incentives and principles
There are three key points to make about the extent to which the objectives, incentives and principles that drive 
humanitarian and development actors are aligned or different, and the subsequent tensions or opportunities 
that this can give rise to.

First, a commonly-used framework for illustrating the range of objectives in social protection programmes 
is that of Devereux and Sabates-Wheeler (see Box 1). The distinction is relevant here because humanitarian 
programming tends to focus on protective and preventive objectives and not on promotive or transformative 
objectives. In other words, humanitarian responses typically seek to protect the basic consumption needs of 
households and prevent households from adopting negative strategies in response to shocks; they do not 
aim to promote poverty reduction or transform institutions that otherwise result in unequal access to social 
and economic resources and opportunities. Humanitarians are also likely to be far less focused on responding 
to slower-onset, less acute shocks to household consumption – particularly those relating to financial shocks 
such as unemployment, inflation or food price increases. So the priorities or focus of different actors can be 
divergent. Hobson and Campbell suggest that a ‘paradigm shift in how the humanitarian community looks at 
slow-onset humanitarian crisis’ is needed. 

20 McCord, 2013
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Transformative social protection can also include seeking to change the structural underpinnings of particular 
power regimes, to tackle social exclusion and marginalisation, to enhance social cohesion or to strengthen 
state-citizen relations. These are highly political objectives. Humanitarian aid agencies often work outside 
national government systems (and, it is argued by some, at times undermining government capacity to respond 
to disasters [Harvey, 2009]) whereas social protection programmes aim to work closely with governments. For 
humanitarian actors, with their commitment to neutrality and impartiality, it can be difficult to operate in a 
programming environment that is, partially at least, driven by political incentives or has political outcomes. 
For example, in 2010, Human Rights Watch claimed that the targeting of the PSNP depended on support for 
political parties. Given the central role of national governments in designing social protection programmes, it 
is inevitable political motivations influence design features such as selection of beneficiaries (targeting), thus 
compromising a truly needs-based agenda. Humanitarian actors may find themselves compromised if they 
work within government programmes.

BOX 1 OBJECTIVES OF SOCIAL PROTECTION PROGRAMMES21

Devereux and Sabates Wheeler (2004) classify the objectives of social protection policies and 
programmes as protective, preventive, promotive and transformative; or a combination of these 
which allows households to better manage and cope with vulnerability and risk, and to bridge the 
gap between their immediate consumption needs and their longer-term strategic investments in 
making a living.22 

Protective social protection most often involves cash or in-kind transfers or fee-waivers to ensure 
basic consumption needs are met such as food and health care, thus alleviating chronic or transitory 
poverty. 

Preventive social protection involves insurance schemes such as pensions, or risk-pooling 
mechanisms such as health and unemployment insurance, in order to prevent a drop in living 
standards during crises or at less productive times of the lifecycle. Both protective and preventive 
measures can help households avoid distress strategies23 in times of crisis, such as selling productive 
assets or withdrawing children from school. 

Promotive social protection may include productive transfers, insurance and credit schemes, labour 
market interventions, investment in public assets and access to education or skills training. This 
provides the basis for economically vulnerable households and those who experience transitory 
poverty to invest more securely in human capital and livelihoods, leading to higher productivity 
and incomes. 

Transformative social protection aims to change discriminatory laws, policies and/or practices that 
result in unequal access to social and economic resources and opportunities. This may include, for 
example, rights-based approaches to social protection such as employment guarantee schemes, 
redistribution of land to poor or marginalised groups, price controls or protecting women’s inheritance 
or employment rights. In this paper we focus almost all our attention on protection, prevention and 
promotion because the programmes that we review have few transformative objectives.

21  Slater et al., 2013
22  IFAD et al., 2010
23  Distress strategies are those which people use to meet their basic needs but are a sign of a failure to cope because they rely on activities which have long-

term negative effects –activities which ‘undermine future means of livelihood, dignity or nutritional health, increase long-term vulnerability, or are illegal 
or not socially acceptable.’ UNHCR 2004. There is no unambiguous line delineating distress strategies (see below). For references: UNHCR/WFP 2004 Joint 
Assessment Guidelines (with Tools and Resource Materials). Geneva/Rome. 
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Second, a relatively recent discussion on the Cash Learning Partnership further highlights how humanitarian and 
social protection actors may view their responsibilities to beneficiaries very differently (Box 2). The example in the 
box shows that some humanitarian actors did not think their activities (public works programmes) were or should 
be subject to national policies or legislation on labour rights or terms and conditions of employment. The lesson 
is that we need to beware of assuming that humanitarian and social protection actors share the same objectives, 
incentives, and rules and procedures. This is true within government, among donor agencies and NGOs. 

Third, given the differences in orientation identified here, it will also be important to find the right balance of 
resources for regular and emergency programming and we cannot expect agencies to automatically put aside 
their specific priorities to achieve this balance. In Ethiopia, the RFM had specific donors earmark funds for it. 
It remains unclear at present whether earmarking will protect the existence of the capacity to respond in an 
emergency, or whether it will mean that specific donors could undermine the support for the chronic caseload 
element and the fundamental principle of getting off the emergency appeal ‘merry-go-round’24 by only funding 
the RFM. At present there seems to be an opportunity to find an appropriate balance between long-term and 
emergency caseloads, rather than a risk that the PSNP slides back into the former emergency response mode. 
Furthermore, the donors that earmarked RFM resources provided resourcing in cash, rather than in food pledges.

BOX 2 DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES REGARDING RESPONSIBILITIES TO LABOURERS IN 
PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAMMES

In June 2012, the following question on cash-for-work (CFW) was posted to the CaLP Discussion 
Group:

‘People that are working for any agency in a CFW scheme, how could they be considered? They are neither 
employees, nor casual labourers (there is not any contract linking them to the agency), but they however 
are paid in exchange for their work. So: who covers the health insurance or is responsible for any work 
accident? Are agencies aware of the national legislation that regulates the employment of people? Is 
CFW considered as a special case within the norms? Could they be considered part of the agency? Should 
they therefore respect the code of conduct of the agency? Did any of the agencies have some lesson 
learnt to make sure that international labour rights are respected even in emergency contexts? All these 
unanswered questions have a direct implication on HR policies of each agency, don’t they? At least to 
make our colleagues from HR dept. understand and accept CFW as a consolidated activity and promote 
internal guidelines.’

The responses were varied and there were strong commitments to not employing children and 
ensuring Health and Safety at work. However, there were other perspectives that suggest strong 
differences in approach between humanitarian agencies seeking to save lives in the immediate 
term, and developmental actors for whom alignment with rights and government labour legislation 
was critical. For example: 

‘CFW is not an employment scheme. It’s a tool under ‘cash-based programming’ to allow people to earn 
money under humanitarian context. Therefore CFW is not subject to employment-related regulation 
designed by the local government.’

The suggestion here is that the rules for emergency CTP are somehow outside of other programming 
procedures and rules, that responsibility for beneficiaries is somehow different. This suggests that linking 
emergency CTPs to existing programmes may be more difficult than some of the rhetoric assumes.

24  Raisin, 2001
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PART 4: LOOKING FORWARD
The case studies presented here provide modest but useful insights into the extent to which social protection 
programmes can be used to deliver a humanitarian or emergency cash transfer response. Three key technical 
messages/recommendations are particularly important:

• The type and location of shock matter, and need to be better understood by humanitarian actors. In some 
cases, notably where shocks overlap with the caseload and geographical location of existing social protection 
programmes, there is potential for social protection to support emergency programming. The greatest 
opportunity is in rural areas where social protection is dealing with chronic and seasonal food shortfalls (HSNP 
and PSNP are both good example of this). In situations where the shock is located in a different context, for 
example in urban areas in the face of financial crisis or recession, or where existing programmes are targeted 
based on social or age cohort categories (for example social categories), it is likely to be significantly more 
difficult to reach people who are affected by shocks.

• When considering using existing social protection programmes to deliver a humanitarian response, actors 
need to establish whether key preconditions are in place. It is only possible to scale up existing social 
protection programmes if they have a high coverage and are well-established25 and where the financial and 
administrative architecture for early warning, contingency planning and pre-positioning resources are in place. 
Whilst the PSNP meets these criteria, the HSNP, in its current phase, does not. Similarly, targeting or wealth-
ranking systems must also be in place, otherwise emergency responses risk creating confusing tiers or layers 
of targeting at village level.

• The differences in objectives, priorities and operating rules between different actors must be acknowledged in 
design. Humanitarian agencies may find themselves operating in a system with different processes, procedures, 
rules and principles. This includes working with governments whose social protection goals and objectives are 
distinctly political or politically aligned.

Two broader lessons/recommendation are as follows: 

• All actors need to think through the opportunities and challenges associated with linking emergency responses 
to existing social protection programmes far more carefully than has been the case to date. 

• Linked to this, actors must keep their expectations of social protection in perspective, and recognise that those 
countries in receipt of the highest levels of humanitarian assistance are likely to be years, if not decades, away 
from having social protection programmes in place that could be utilised to enable a humanitarian response.

Achieving more nuanced thinking that is located within the practical realities of social protection programming 
in countries may be easier said than done. It would be easy to recommend actions that include further research, 
and there are certainly an important range of questions on which research might be (and in some cases is already) 
based, including:

• Which is more cost-efficient – social protection programmes expanded to cover emergency needs, or 
emergency CTPs from scratch? For example, data from the triggering of the RFM in Ethiopia in 2011 shows us 
that the resource requirement for the cash transfer was 998,478,000 ETB (US$58,734,000) and the management/
administration costs were 78,442,080 ETB (USD $4,150,000) or about 7 per cent of the total budget. How does 
this 7 per cent compare with administration costs in emergency CTPs? 

• How far can the experiences of the PSNP’s RFM be replicated in other countries?

• What examples can be found of rapid scale up of social protection programmes that could inform faster, leaner 
needs assessments and shorter timelines for humanitarian appeals?

25  McCord, 2013
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• How far are the opportunities to use existing social protection programmes for a humanitarian response 
limited to middle-income countries where capacity is greater, and can more examples be identified from low-
income countries (particularly those which are major recipients of humanitarian assistance)? 

Unfortunately, there are some rather major constraints to using empirical evidence and experiences to allow 
progress to be made: in practice there may simply be too few examples that can be researched of the use 
of social protection programmes for emergency responses in low-income countries. Even in richer countries 
which have very large humanitarian expenditures and large-scale social protection programmes (for example, 
Indonesia, Pakistan, Iraq), there has been very little or no experience or experimentation with using social 
protection programmes for emergency responses. For the time being, it will be important to look for 
opportunities to learn from attempts to use social protection programmes in this way, as and when they occur.
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INTRODUCTION

The project
Since the 2004 Indian Ocean Tsunami there has been a progressive trend within the humanitarian sector at large 
to use cash transfers as a programme modality both in response to, and recovery from, conflict and disaster 
contexts. This research project, undertaken by the Humanitarian Futures Programme (HFP) in conjunction 
with the Cash Learning Partnership (CaLP), builds on this momentum. Based on various understandings of 
the changing humanitarian operating environment, it presents an analysis of what CTP might look like in the 
future (2025), and assesses the extent to which CTP and the actors involved are ‘fit’ for developments in the 
sector. The project’s findings and assumptions are designed to serve as the basis for the development of a 
forward-looking action agenda, conceived under CaLP’s leadership and with support from a group of relevant 
experts formed to advise the project.

The first phase of the research delivered an analysis of the transformative factors likely to affect humanitarian 
action in the future and the potential trends in CTP. These factors were subsequently discussed in a Trends 
Analysis Meeting,26 and included: the institutionalisation of cash; new actors, relationships and partnerships; 
the increasing uptake and role of national governments; and advances in innovation and technology. The 
project’s second phase examined the implications of these trends for the future of CTP. It focused on four 
themes in particular which, following consultation with CTP actors and examination of existing research, were 
identified as critical topics for the future of CTP. These critical themes included: the potential links between 
social protection mechanisms and emergency response; coordination systems and CTP; the future of financing 
CTP; and the use of CTP by governments responding to national emergencies. The latter is the subject of this 
report. A final, overarching report synthesises the findings from phase 1 and the four thematic elements of 
phase 2, offering an emerging picture of CTP in a rapidly changing humanitarian landscape.

This report
A focus on government uptake of CTP in emergency response offers an opportunity to further explore some 
of the critical trends and transformative factors that emerged from the Trends Analysis undertaken in phase 1 
of the project. This includes issues related to national sovereignty, the centrality of crises to state interests and 
the political nature of crisis events. It furthermore provides an opportunity to explore growing state emphasis 
on the use of national systems for crisis response, of which cash is an emerging modality, and governmental 
expectations as to the roles of international humanitarian actors (IHAs)27 in this process. Government uptake 
of CTP as a thematic focus also offers further potential to research an overarching issue raised in the Trend 
Analysis Meeting regarding the use of cash as a development and humanitarian intervention that supports 
broader objectives of humanitarian effectiveness, risk reduction and resilience building. This issue, for instance, 
arises in discussion around the integration of emergency response CTPs within existing state social protection 
systems.

The paper that follows has two principle hypotheses: firstly, that towards 2025, governments in both middle-
income (MICs) and lower-income countries (LICs) will be increasingly concerned about maintaining control in 
humanitarian crises and as a result, will be more inclined to assert authority over humanitarian programmes 
and devise or utilise their own national or regional systems for disaster response; secondly, and in line with the 
increased use of CTP evidenced in IHA programming, that such a trajectory will have implications for the use 
of cash in emergency response, including in which countries it is used, critical issues for future programming, 
and in particular, the roles to be adopted by IHAs. 

26  See Trends Analysis Meeting report: http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-2014/-fit-for-the-future- 
27 This report uses IHAs to refer to international NGOs, NGOs, UN agencies and donor governments.

http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-2014/-fit-for-the-future-
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In response to these hypotheses, the paper has been framed by four key research questions, namely: 

1. What types of shifts are we seeing with respect to governmental behaviour in response to humanitarian 
crises and humanitarian actors? 

2. What insights does an analysis of a range of recent government disaster responses highlight with regard 
to: a) governmental assertion of sovereignty; b) patterns in governmental responses to disaster and cash as a 
rising response modality; c) critical elements of government-led CTP in emergency response; d) the changing 
role of international humanitarian actors; and e) tensions/challenges and opportunities related to current roles.

3. Is MIC/LIC governmental use of CTPs in times of emergency growing, and if so, how is it changing and what 
does this mean for roles of IHAs in the future?

4. In light of related potential shifts, what activities do IHAs need to consider to both prepare for and engage 
with governments up to 2025, including building and working with existing government capacities.

In exploring these concepts, the paper provides a discussion on the transformative context. Part 1: Context 
analysis outlines trends in increasing state assertiveness of national sovereignty, including in disasters, the 
subsequent influence on government perceptions of international assistance and IHAs, and the emergence 
of the use of cash by governments as a response to domestic disaster. Part 2: Approaching government uptake 
of CTP sets out the characteristics of contemporary government CTPs across a selected range of LIC and MIC 
examples in order to frame deeper analysis in the subsequent section. Part 3: Potential implications on the role of 
international humanitarian actors in the future: challenges and opportunities considers implications of growing 
government uptake of CTP for IHAs engaged in cash programming. In addition to drawing from the examples 
provided in part 2, the speculative analysis of ‘CTP and IHAs 2025’ is informed by a series of key informant 
interviews conducted throughout the research project. Finally, Part 4: Looking Forward summarises present 
and future challenges and opportunities for IHAs engaged in CTP, with regard to the trend towards growing 
government uptake of cash as a crisis response modality. This final part ends with a series of recommendations 
addressed to IHAs as to how they might become more ‘fit for the future’ in the context of greater application of 
state CTPs. The recommendations are based on assumptions drawn from the research and opinions solicited 
during the writing of this report, and can in no way be seen as predictive.

The research recognises that governments are not homogenous and that the applicability of the research 
findings may vary depending on the specific economic, political and demographic context of the country in 
question. It therefore does not attempt to present one definitive scenario of what governments’ use of CTP in 
emergency response could look like, nor does it discuss the necessary pre-conditions for how such a response 
could function. 

This thematic research was designed as an eight-day study, drawing on literature and key informant interviews 
with representatives from a limited number of donors, UN agencies, governments, NGOs and the private 
sector.28 It is a presentation of the issues the authors consider will be critical for IHAs to consider in this area 
up to 2025, and is not conclusive or necessarily comprehensive. It should therefore be noted that the findings 
present one view of what uptake of CTP in emergency response by governments may look like. Such a view 
may certainly vary were a wider set of interviews and more extensive research conducted. 

28  For a list of key informants please see Annex 2 of this report.
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PART 1: CONTEXT ANALYSIS 

Increasing politicisation of crises and the assertion of national sovereignty
Contemporary international law and convention within civil society acknowledge the primary responsibility 
of the state to protect its population and to respond to humanitarian disaster.29 In times of crisis however, 
governments are subject to substantial scrutiny in discharging this duty and, where they are seen to be 
failing to adequately meet the needs of their citizens, are likely to invite offers of international assistance that 
challenge their sovereign competence over internal affairs, perhaps even to an existential degree.30 This reality 
has become particularly pronounced in recent years, as a series of developments have further widened the 
‘protectionist’ humanitarian discourse that accompanied the rise of the INGOs and civil society, international 
criminal courts, and the augmentation of multilateral peacekeeping missions of the 1990s.

In particular the ‘War on Terror’, with its reconfiguration of internal instability as threats of external, even global 
concern (in this case, radicalisation), enlarged the dimensions underpinning state authority over crises almost 
overnight. In the post-9/11 world, states have become increasingly responsible not only for refraining from warfare, 
but further responsible ‘to international security and stability’.31 As illustrated by ‘Operation Enduring Freedom’ in 
Afghanistan, where states fail to control domestic crises that pose threats to external actors, state sovereignty may 
be compromised even if such action has not been sanctioned by the international community.32 Preservation 
of state primacy in crisis response has subsequently become increasingly concerned with meeting a new, 
internationalised standard that encroaches directly on the previously uniquely sovereign domain of government. 

The challenge to state sovereignty represented by such expansion of the humanitarian agenda is equally 
captured by the concept of the ‘fragile state’ which, in general, conveys that a state may be unwilling or unable 
to provide even the most basic services to its population. Representing a degree of fragility that is threatening 
both to the domestic population and the international community, the fragile state might equally invoke an 
international response that undermines state sovereignty. This is particularly so given that external responses 
to fragile states often comprise ‘whole of government’ or ‘whole of society’ approaches to stabilisation that 
encompass, among others, matters of political, economic and security concern.33

Indeed, approaches to fragile states mirror relatively recent concern among IHAs that they deliver more than 
merely short-term solutions. Many now increasingly embrace root-cause issues that were previously internal 
matters for states and development organisations, such as governance and livelihood programming, as well 
as increasingly turning their attention to civilian and humanitarian staff protection activities. One might 
also look to broader recognition of the doctrine of the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) and of international 
criminal courts as initiatives which explicitly challenge the notion that sovereignty protects governments and 
their leaders from foreign intervention where populations are subject to grave state deficiencies or neglect. 
Much has also been written on the erosion of sovereignty by state obligations to international human rights 
which, in revolutionising the international system and international law, provide ‘legal and moral grounds for 
disregarding the sovereign rights of states’.34

Beyond the growing possibilities for the positioning of the humanitarian actor between state and citizen, 
several general contextual issues have further intensified the external spotlight on the internal affairs of 
governments over the past decade. One such issue is the rise in number of Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) 

29 UN Resolution 46/182. HFA 2005-2015
30 Khan & Cunningham 2013, p. S146
31 Collinson & Elhawary 2012, p. 14
32  Afghanistan may be argued to have set something of a precedent for such forms of foreign intervention; however, as action in Libya and subsequent 

international hesitancy regarding Syria suggests, it may be that the appetite for such action has decreased somewhat given the concerns of major global 
actors over the implications for regime change and sensitivities in their own domestic contexts.

33  Khan & Cunningham 2013, p. S143 
34  Shen 2000, p. 435. See also: Aceves 2002, p. 265; Kearns 2001, p.522; Lyons & Mayall 2003, p.9
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relative to refugees. The number of IDPs has steadily risen since 1997, and ever since a 2006 UNHCR report 
highlighted the extent of the phenomenon,35 IHAs have shifted their attention from the transnational issues 
affecting refugees to the domestic policies likely to be at the heart of such heightened human displacement. 
States also operate in a markedly distinct technological environment than that of the 1990s. Permitting real-
time and ground-level information transmission, ICT and social media have transformed the ‘transparency’ 
of crises and further challenge the exclusive competence of states to control emergencies. As recent Chinese 
experience notably attests,36 resisting calls for humanitarian action in a context of diminishing state control 
over media censorship has become an increasingly difficult exercise, both in respect of pressure from their own 
populations and from international civil society.

The summary impact of these shifts has been for humanitarians to be positioned more closely to those they 
perceive they have a moral responsibility to assist, and for humanitarianism to increasingly advocate for citizens 
on issues that traditional state conceptions of sovereignty would regard as the unique preserve of governments. 
Occurring in parallel with the rising resources now available to and commanded by humanitarian actors, this 
development has clearly not been amenable to the interests of many governments. This is particularly because 
many states tend to maintain a rigid conception of sovereignty founded on non-interference in internal affairs 
and territorial integrity as defined in the UN Charter. 

With the nature of the relationship between states and humanitarian actors, even in the least complex crises, 
widely understood to have soured as a result,37 states have taken strides to turn the tables on the often inefficient 
and imperfect practices of the humanitarian machine. Indeed while the rhetoric of partnerships and local capacity 
building may have become central conceptual orientations for many contemporary humanitarian actors, the 
model of Western-led (and -staffed) humanitarian intervention still dominates, and remains one which traditional 
actors are struggling to change.38 Even when bypassing the state to directly engage the needs of affected 
populations, this model remains one which fails to adequately incorporate the views of affected populations.39 

State management of the international humanitarian response
With governments more critical of many traditional IHAs, given the operational and conceptual expansion of 
these actors as presented above, many crisis-affected states have become less willing to allow international 
humanitarian agencies the freedom to which they had become accustomed. States increasingly reiterate their 
sovereign right to assert their primacy where they wish not to be seen as ineffective, or where they may question 
the motives and implications of international assistance for domestic policy.40 The political importance of crises 
to governments in this respect is acutely evident in the difficulties that humanitarian agencies have experienced 
in obtaining access to authoritarian regimes in particular, as in the case of Myanmar and Turkmenistan,41 as 
well as situations of conflict and insecurity, as in the case of the recent Balochistan earthquake in Pakistan.42 
However, as a well-documented trend, one can also observe the role of such sensitivities among states of all 
types and in a variety of contexts.

35  UNHCR 2006
36  What has China’s Earthquake done to its Internet? Chinese Internet Research Conference, Hong Kong, 13 June.  

Available: http://www.slideshare.net/PewInternet/what-has-chinas-earthquake-done-to-its-internet?type=powerpoint.
37  Khan & Cunningham 2013; del Valle & Healy 2013
38  Bernard 2013
39  ALNAP 2012
40  ALNAP 2010, pp. 22. With regard to the latter, 
41  See, for instance: del Valle & Healy, 2013. See also: ‘Burma Junta Hands out Aid Boxes with Generals’ Names’, AP [online], 5 October 2008.  

Available: http://usatoday30.usatoday.com/news/world/2008-05-10-burma-aid_N.htm. Retrieved: 28/10/2013
42  Following the recent October 2013 earthquake in Balochistan, Pakistan, no state authorisation for humanitarian actors to conduct operations has been 

issued, reportedly for fear that external involvement would highlight issues related to law and order in the troubled province. For more, see: Ghumman 2013
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In higher-income countries, acceptance of international offers of assistance have for some time been 
highly selective. This reflects government efforts to ensure that the role of foreign aid is focused on further 
strengthening generally high existing institutional capacity. Lessons learned from major disasters in the 
US since the turn of the century evidence this practice, in particular Hurricane Katrina, following which the 
government developed detailed procedures for communicating the nation’s emergency needs to external 
actors, for requesting situation-specific international assistance, and for reviewing offers of foreign assistance 
in a timely and diplomatically appropriate manner in support of the state response effort.43 Although the 
Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill demonstrated that there is still much work to be done to improve the use of 
external assistance in the US,44 the post-Katrina framework nevertheless established the government as the 
dominant actor in both humanitarian response and in the channelling of international assistance for such 
efforts.

A changing international system, in which MICs are increasingly leveraging their growing economic and political 
strengths against the influence of their peers, has further supplemented the more widespread assertion of 
governmental control over humanitarian relief and recovery.45 Whereas previously the needs they identified 
may have been side-lined by the prerogatives of developed nations and Western-dominated INGOs, MICs are 
strengthening their claims for self-prescription in emergency situations. From Thailand’s assertion that it had 
no need of foreign financial assistance in the wake of the 2004 tsunami,46 to Chile’s claims that its response to 
the 2010 earthquake was ‘firmly in government hands’,47 and to India’s repeated decline of international offers 
of assistance given growing response and relief capacities,48 there are various examples of MICs taking greater 
responsibility for the financing and coordination of their own disaster response and recovery operations, as 
well as leading the coordination of the nature and scale of humanitarian assistance they receive.

In part, and as in the cases of Chile, Thailand and India noted above, this change reflects the similar ‘stronger’ 
state management of international assistance by more developed countries, generally for reasons of 
heightened domestic capacity. However the decline, careful management of offers of assistance, or the refusal 
to provide a disaster declaration permitting international intervention, may also arguably be couched in wider 
diplomatic considerations associated with establishing greater individual agency, securing global recognition 
and a desire to strengthen domestic systems for disaster response.

Indeed, developing states have been understood as unwilling to ascribe to norms they may perceive as vestiges 
of the colonial era or as exemplifying characteristics of ‘empire’.49 It should also be noted that delivery of an 
effective domestic relief and recovery effort presents the unfortunate opportunity to foster national pride, 
perhaps an important consideration when addressing those states seeking to strengthen national unity, those 
in which governments are either new or poorly established, or those with colonial histories. 

The proportion of funding diverted by Development Assistance Committee (DAC) and non-DAC countries to 
foreign public sectors is perhaps telling with regard to the above points. As shown in the graph below, non-
DAC donors demonstrate a much greater tendency to donate to public sector organisations – including other 
governments – than DAC donors, and are much less inclined to give to NGOs and multilateral organisations. This 
may in part be because non-DAC donors are not very well-aligned with international humanitarian financing 
systems, given their more limited history and scale of involvement in international humanitarian response.

43 United States Department of State 2013
44 Baker McNeill et al., 2011
45 Ferris, 2011; Kent 2011, p.952
46 Scheper 2006
47  Why Chile is not Accepting International Assistance, Huffington Post [online], 15 March 2010.  

Available: http://www.huffingtonpost.com/saundra-schimmelpfennig/why-chile-is-not-acceptin_b_499480.html
48  Govt Refuses Foreign Aid to Fight Disaster, The Times of India [online], 28 December 2004. Available: http://articles.timesofindia.indiatimes.com/2004-12-

28/india/27162526_1_foreign-aid-fight-disaster-relief-fund 
49 See, for instance: Khan & Cunningham, 2013
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Clearly, the limited institutional capacity of LICs can be an impediment to their full assertion of control over 
crisis-response efforts. That said, some examples do exist. The Bangladeshi government was, for instance, 
forced to defend its decision to reject foreign aid in the aftermath of the recent Dhaka factory collapse, claiming 
that not only were state authorities confident that they could manage the emergency, but also that external 
actors had not provided the equipment requested by the government for the national response.51 It is perhaps 
also worth noting that, while representative of a political regime particularly sensitive to the interference of 
external actors, ASEAN’s management of international offers of assistance to Myanmar after Cyclone Nargis in 
2008 provides a glimpse into a possible future in which regional organisations may help offset the capacity 
constraints of their low-income members.52 

In terms of crisis response, the net effect of a rise in the application of sovereign jurisdiction during crises 
has been for many states to expect IHAs to respect their authority and support their response and recovery 
programming.53 In taking this initiative, sometimes to a similar degree to HICs, many MIC governments 
have sought to develop their own systems for crisis response and, given growing recognition of cash as a 
complement or alternative to in-kind assistance, particularly food aid, shelter and livelihood support, many of 
these states increasingly look to receive cash over in-kind aid to support such in-country systems. Although 
some governments have demonstrated a measure of resistance,54 and capacity constraints may limit state 
ability to deploy ad-hoc or structured government public assistance schemes,55 growing acceptance of 
cash as a legitimate and effective modality, as well as technological innovation in financial services and 
telecommunications, is leading to the emergence of CTPs as mechanisms which governments are increasingly 
willing to deploy in emergency response.56 

50 United Source: GHA 2013 p.63
51  Bangladesh Defends Rejection of Foreign Aid for Collapse, BBC News [online], 30 April 2013.  

Available: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-22347672. Retrieved 12/11/2013
52 ASEAN 2013
53 ALNAP 2010
54 Mowjee 2013
55 Bailey 2013
56 GHA 2012
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PART 2: APPROACHING GOVERNMENT UPTAKE OF CTP IN 
EMERGENCY RESPONSE
The following case studies aim to provide a snapshot of some more recent government responses using cash, 
summarising some of the issues and lessons learned. The lack of information available leads to a difficulty 
in drawing absolute lessons or recommendations, but is also telling in terms of the attention IHAs pay to 
programmes not run by themselves. 

Sri Lanka’s use of cash in response to the 2004 Indian Ocean Tsunami
The amount of compensation promised by the government following the 2004 Indian Ocean Tsunami 
for individual losses was far less than the replacement costs of boats, catamarans, nets and other personal 
property. The Sri Lankan government proposed an assistance package in the form of cash grants as follows:

Issues and lessons learnt

By the end of June 2005, the Task Force for Rebuilding the Nation (TAFREN) reported that almost all the eligible 
880,000 beneficiaries were receiving the Rs 375 (US$3.75) cash and food ration, although earlier independent 
reports indicate that only 30 per cent of those eligible affected by the tsunami as of 10 February had received 
any aid. There were also allegations of local officials giving aid only to their supporters, some of whom were 
not victims of the tsunami. The Sri Lankan government set up a ‘Special Complaint Unit’ for citizens to record 
grievances. However, after the first two payments the Ministry of Finance ordered divisional secretaries to 
revise the lists of eligible beneficiaries, and reduce the number of families receiving payments. Eligibility criteria 
changed quite regularly, different circulars were sent, and full information was not placed in the public domain. 
Most tsunami-affected families were not fully aware of the new criteria. The government circulars announcing 
the revised criteria seemed very broad, offering significant discretion to local government officers and leading 
to wide variations in interpretation, delays and long back-logs of appeals which created added confusion, 
uncertainty and anger among the tsunami-affected households. Additionally the selection of beneficiaries for 
housing grants caused dissatisfaction in some places, due to the lack of transparency. 

The scaling back of the US$50 grant for affected households and the new eligibility rules for grant entitlement 
seemed to be both inequitable and counterproductive in terms of encouraging affected households to re-
engage in income-earning activities. While it may seem equitable to narrow the scope of the grant so that it 
targets the ‘truly needy’, in practice the costs of such narrow targeting could exceed benefits. In assessing the 
changes to this programme, it should be noted that even households with a ‘regular’ post-tsunami income 
suffered a major loss of wealth in terms of property and possessions and were cash-strapped. 

The sum of US$50 (Rs 5,000) for a household is also a modest amount even by Sri Lankan standards in the context 
of Sri Lanka’s poverty line, which was Rs 1,526 per capita per month in May 2004. The scale of the disaster, the 
extent of price inflation, the many costs associated with narrow targeting, and the perverse incentives set up by 
the new rules justified continuing the grant for longer, and using broader targeting criteria. Stopping the grant 

Category Assistance Details

Families who lost family, assets 
and employment

Monthly cash grant, 
Cash and food ration

US$50 (Rs 5,000)
US$3.75 (Rs 375)

40% or more damage to house Conditional grant given in 4 
instalments

US$2,500

Less than 40% damage to house Conditional grant given in 2 
instalments

US$1,00057

57  Post-Tsunami Recovery: Issues and Challenges in Sri Lanka, Sisira Jayasuriya, Paul Steele, Dushni Weerakoon, November 2005
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for those in employment effectively penalised not only those who had held on to previous jobs, but perhaps 
even more importantly, those who had managed to obtain regular employment after the tsunami. Moreover, 
since bank accounts had been opened for the cash grant transfer, the system was extremely cost effective 
compared to the high transactions costs of many other tsunami livelihood projects, which often incurred as 
much as 30 per cent administrative overhead costs. Indeed, some individuals questioned what the Sri Lankan 
government was doing with ‘all the external international disaster aid it had received’. In fact, communities 
seemed to be placing greater hope and confidence in the efforts of NGOs.58

The cost escalation in house construction documented in many reports meant that the government grant for 
repair and reconstruction was far from adequate. While there is an argument for not providing full costs so that 
households have to make some contribution towards house repairs and rebuilding, the risk is that the poorest 
households will be vulnerable to debt. 

India’s use of cash in response to the 2004 Indian Ocean Tsunami
As in Sri Lanka, the amount of compensation provided to individuals following the 2004 Indian Ocean Tsunami 
did not cover the cost of damage to personal property. In the wake of the tsunami, the government of the second 
largest, and badly affected, state of Tamil Nadu announced a conditional cash transfer package as follows: 

Although the disaster relief aid provided by the Indian government was insufficient for the short- and long-
terms needs of the communities, the process seemed much more coordinated and systematic than it did in Sri 
Lanka. In India, almost all communities had received some type of government aid (a ‘standardised’ package); 
in Sri Lanka, it was very common for communities to report that they had received little or none. 

Issues and lessons learnt

One of the main problems for the implementation of this programme was the lack of data on the intended 
beneficiaries. The government had stopped registration of fishermen in 1999, so the official list of people who 
were to receive compensation was not reliable. Nor would the government register people who had become 
fishermen since 1999. The contradictory conditions of not registering new fishermen and paying compensation 
only to the registered ones caused discord. Additionally it was found that the amount of compensation paid to 
the fishermen was less than the amount that was said to have been paid to them.

Exclusion was not limited to fishermen. Exclusion from social, economic and political spheres based on 
social, ethnic, religious, gender and other lines has been a dominant feature of Indian development, and is 
often exacerbated in a disaster.60 There were many examples of populations marginalised from relief and 
rehabilitation packages, including specific castes, tribal groups and women. Norms within traditional local 

Category Details

Compensation for families of deceased US$2,000 (Rs 100,000)

Livelihood restoration Replacement of 10,000 gill nets for motorised boats US$440 (Rs 20,000) per unit

Replacement of 20,000 gill nets for motor boats US$220 (Rs 10,000) per unit

Repair/rebuilding of 10,000 motor boats US$330 (Rs 15,000) per unit

Repair/rebuilding of 10,000 wooden boats59 US$110 (Rs 5,000) per unit

58 EERI Special Earthquake Report — May 2005
59  Response and Recovery in India after the December 2004 Great Sumatra Earthquake and Indian Ocean Tsunami. C. V. R. Murty, Sudhir K. Jain, Alpa R. Sheth, 

Arvind Jaiswal and Suresh R. Dash
60 ‘Accountability Lessons From The Tsunami Response In India’. Sandhya Venkateswaran, CARE India, Issue 32 December 2005 Humanitarian Exchange Magazine
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governance structures in Tamil Nadu, for example, prevented women-headed households from obtaining 
relief; groups belonging to a certain caste (the Dalits) reported being unable to get anything after the initial 
relief period. In the region of Karaikal (in the Union Territory of Pondicherry) there was an outcry from both 
men and women who had not received any government disaster relief aid following the tsunami because 
they were agricultural labourers (not farmers or fishermen). This situation, combined with the inequities in the 
distribution of aid among fishing communities, raises a critical question about how governments manage the 
criteria for qualifying for disaster relief (either cash or in-kind).61 Less obvious exclusions also prevailed. The 
initial relief entitlements in Tamil Nadu were based primarily on the loss of physical assets such as boats, and 
so failed to recognise the losses of people such as fish vendors, many of whom are women, whose livelihoods 
were not based on a central physical asset. Appropriate relief and rehabilitation policies and packages need to 
include all those whose lives have been affected, whether or not they have suffered a tangible loss.

Bangladesh’s use of cash in response to 2009 Cyclone Aila
Following Cyclone Aila, the government of Bangladesh did not make an international appeal, nor any formal 
request for external assistance. At the time the relatively low number of casualties, the localised nature of the 
affected areas, and the relief resources available resulted in a predominantly government-led and resourced 
relief effort.62 The government has responded to recent emergencies by providing both cash and food through 
Gratuitous Relief (GR), vulnerable group feeding and public works. There are few details about these programmes 
or of the overall government responses, but the use of cash tends to be justified by the extent of damage to 
livelihoods in certain disasters, and the opportunities cash offers for beneficiaries to rebuild these livelihoods. 
However, figures for Cyclone Aila show that cash is still a small proportion of the overall government response.

Issues and lessons learnt

People interviewed for a brief study on choices between cash and food assistance said that government relief 
is often spread very thinly so that large numbers of people receive only very small amounts of food or cash. For 
example, one interviewee described the government’s vulnerable group feeding programmes as a ‘sprinkling 
of resources on an arbitrary basis’ with little serious impact on household food security or nutrition. 

One concern is that the beneficiaries of even small amounts of government support risk being excluded 
from other assistance.64 It is likely that these issues are relevant to other government responses – there is a 
reluctance to target because exclusion is politically difficult, which means that government resources are often 
spread more widely but more thinly than international relief. A study of the government’s responses noted that 
the lack of a national strategy, policy or law on social protection, and the fact that 13 government ministries 
operate various social safety net programmes (both food and cash based) means there is little consolidation, 
coordination or symmetry in responses across the state. The study also noted that targeting should be based 

Type of assistance Amount

Gratuitous Relief: rice 27951 MT US$12.15 million (BDT 85.05 core)

Gratuitous Relief: cash US$1.9 million (BDT 12.88 core)

House building US$4.28 million (BDT 30.02 core)

Total US$18.33 million (BDT 127.95 core)63

61 EERI (2005)
62 UN joint report (2010) Cyclone Aila Joint UN Multisector Assessment & Response Framework
63  Research Report on a Comparative Study Of Disaster Risk Reduction and Post Disaster Livelihood Recovery Program in Japan and Bangladesh, Md Munir 

Chowdhury, March 2012
64 Harvey (2010)
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on a reliable database to ensure that the benefits of the programmes reach genuinely affected people and that 
capacity building needs to be done to ensure effective management of programmes at the local level. 

Pakistan’s use of cash in response to the 2010 floods
In response to the severe floods in Pakistan, the government initiated a rapid response cash transfer programme 
in September 2010 to support affected families. The Citizen’s Damage Compensation Programme (CDCP) 
was coordinated by the federal government (the cabinet division) in close collaboration with the provincial 
governments, particularly the provincial disaster management agencies (PDMAs), and the National Database 
Registration Authority (NADRA); an independent corporate body that maintains a database of Pakistani citizens 
and issues Computerised National Identity Cards (CNICs). The programme was designed in two phases: phase 
1 comprised of an initial cash grant of PRs. 20,000 (approximately US$230) to each eligible family, delivered 
through a cash card (the ‘Watan Card’) which could be used at ATMs and point of sale systems; and phase 2 
is still ongoing and sees the disbursement of two instalments of PRs. 20,000 as a rehabilitation grant to help 
people rebuild their homes and livelihoods. 

The government decided to use cash due to the perception that the modality could help address some of the 
diverse needs in the particularly extreme context. In addition, following self-reporting by the beneficiaries of 
Pakistan’s social protection scheme in 2009, the government felt assured that recipients of cash grants would 
spend the money on essential items. The Pakistan government restricted INGO activity in the response phase, 
and agencies were not permitted to implement their own unconditional CTPs. This restriction was due to the 
government’s perception that IHAs’ response to the 2009 Taliban insurgency was poorly coordinated, leading 
to overlap as well as exclusion of certain groups of the population, particularly those in areas that were not very 
easy for INGOs to access. However, the government did make a role for some IHAs in response to the floods, for 
example requesting UNHCR’s expertise in helping the social welfare departments at the district level to target 
the most vulnerable within flood-affected districts. 

Given the extent of the flooding throughout the country, the government decided to use geographic targeting 
as the basis for phase 1 of the programme in most provinces. PDMAs identified the flood-affected areas in 
each province, and NADRA then identified the number of people in the affected areas and verified the list of 
heads of households using the CNIC registration database. Commercial and government banks were then 
instructed to make payments to those individuals listed through a debit card (the ‘Watan card’) that was given 
to the eligible beneficiaries. Registration stands were set up within districts with representatives from UNHCR, 
NADRA and the banks next to each other to speed up registration and the issuance of the Watan card. This 
process included verification of identity via biometric data. 

Issues and lessons learnt

Whilst phase 1 supported a large number of vulnerable and poor households, some were excluded by the 
geographical targeting methodology. During phase 2, targeting is being linked to the Benazir Income Support 
Programme (BISP), the country’s main nationwide social safety net programme, and will see the utilisation of 
poverty scorecards based on proxy means testing that identify the most vulnerable. 

The feedback from the Rapid Evaluation of phase 1 of the CDCP indicates that there were significant gaps in 
awareness of the scheme among potential beneficiaries. This is thought to have been due to a delay in the start 
of a public information campaign. Consequently, communications for phase 2 of the programme are being 
further supported through specialised technical assistance to NADRA. 

In the first phase of the response, it took months to identify beneficiaries, due to missing or duplicative figures 
which needed to be checked. These issues were blamed on the fact that the district-level databases used 
different electronic systems to NADRA. Plans are now underway to standardise the electronic systems at the 
national and district levels, as well as to improve the speed of these systems in general.

For the full case study, please see Annex 2 of this report. 
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The Philippines’ use of cash in response to 2013 Typhoon Haiyan
Cash transfers have increasingly been used in response to major disasters in the Philippines, both by 
governments (predominantly through cash-for-work) and IHAs (both as unconditional cash grants and/or 
with other incentives such as cash-for-work) since 2009 with positive feedback and impact. The context of 
the Philippines has been observed as being one where cash-based programmes can be particularly effective. 
Factors contributing to this include a well-connected and resilient market infrastructure, and a vibrant private 
sector where innovative delivery mechanisms have been tested. Further there is a long practice of IHAs and 
the government using cash through social protection programmes. The Department of Social Welfare and 
Development (DSWD) developed and has implemented the 4Ps social protection programme (Pantawid 
Pamilya Pilipino Program), which uses conditional cash transfers to improve education and health care, and 
currently covers about four million people (nearly five per cent of the population). The maximum any household 
can receive is PHP 1,400 and is delivered via the Land Bank of the Philippines, Philpost (the Philippines post 
office) and G-cash REMIT (a remittance service provider using mobile phones). Finally, there is in place a willing 
government with a positive perception and experience of the use of cash transfers during emergencies.

During the recent Typhoon Haiyan response at the end of 2013, the government included cash transfers as a 
critical form of assistance very early on in its response strategy, both as part of relief and early recovery. The 
large-scale cash-based response to Typhoon Haiyan, unprecedented in the immediacy of its implementation, 
represents a crucial shift for humanitarian assistance in the Philippines. It highlights that cash transfers are 
increasingly considered as standard operating procedure in the government’s emergency response. Further, 
various IHAs and the government have discussed together the opportunities for using the national social 
protection programme as a vehicle to deliver cash to affected households. At the time of writing, the DSWD 
and WFP had signed an agreement stating that WFP would ‘top-up’ the 4Ps transfer values in order to help 
those affected meet their food security needs. The DSWD started the process of re-validation in order to assess 
the circumstances of those currently assisted, and the number of those affected not receiving 4Ps. The tentative 
plan is to include those affected by the typhoon but not currently enrolled in the 4Ps as beneficiaries of the 
social protection programme for 6 to 12 months and also to consider their eligibility in the programme in the 
longer term.65

Issues and lessons learnt

• Coordination around everything ranging from establishing joint monitoring indicators to agreeing on transfer 
value amounts and exchanging contract information on delivery mechanisms was crucial to a successful joint 
response from the government and IHAs.

• A lack of communication between the national and municipal levels hampered coordination of the plan to use 
4Ps for the typhoon response.

• The uncomputerised 4Ps system has meant that disbursement has been slow. Further, the lack of ID system in 
the Philippines, unlike in Pakistan, has meant that monitoring the programme has been difficult.

Drawing lessons from across examples 
A lack of documented practice of national governments’ responses, either in-kind or cash, makes it hard to map 
how the future use of CTP in emergency responses by affected governments will develop. The case studies of 
India, Sri Lanka, Pakistan and Bangladesh do not provide a comprehensive overview of all that governments 
are doing to respond to emergencies within their countries; and perhaps this should also be the first conclusion 
drawn from this study. Despite numerous evaluations and reports exhorting the international sector to put 
affected communities and governments at the centre of the response, most notably the Tsunami Evaluation 

65  Post-Information provided by the CaLP Asia Focal Point.
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Coalition (TEC) report, only a minute proportion of the myriad evaluation reports on international responses 
include any reference to how governments, civil society or communities responded. If the international 
community wish to pursue the principle of keeping affected communities at the centre of response and 
strengthening national capacity to respond then it is important that we understand current practice, and one 
way to do this is to evaluate and document that practice.

These examples do appear to support the first part of this paper’s hypothesis, that both MICs and LICs are 
becoming more assertive in taking charge of responses to disasters in their countries. Unlike previous large-
scale disasters, Bangladesh did not make a formal request for international assistance following Cyclone 
Aila, and Pakistan restricted INGOs’ activities. This trend is also reflected in the recent formulation of National 
Disaster Management Agencies (NDMAs) in these countries, formalised in national law. India formalised its 
NDMA in 2005, Sri Lanka formalised its Disaster Management Centre (DMC) in 2005 and Bangladesh formalised 
its Department of Disaster Management (DDM) in 2012. This institutionalisation of disaster management into 
governance is indicative of these governments approaching their countries’ emergency response in a more 
coherent, strategic and formal manner. But what can these examples teach us about the potential implications 
of this shift on the use of cash, the second part of this paper’s hypothesis?

Based on the examples, discussions follow on what the implications of this increased government assertiveness 
in emergency response could be on the use of cash, including patterns in the choice of cash as a modality, as 
well as critical considerations relating to processes such as targeting and registration.

Implications: Patterns in which governments are choosing cash

The examples, and the process of locating examples, suggest that in some countries the use of cash by 
governments as a disaster response modality is rising. However, this research struggled to find many examples 
of LIC governments leading cash-based emergency responses, highlighting that the uptake of cash by LIC 
governments is perhaps not so prevalent. Where CTP is being used it is often by states that are transitioning to 
MIC status, as in the case of Bangladesh.

It is critical to note that when trying to draw patterns from these cases there is an implicit understanding 
that CTP is not being compared to other response options, such as in-kind aid. It should also be noted that 
some of the issues mentioned in relation to CTP could as well occur in the implementation of programmes 
using in-kind aid. CTP should also not be assumed as being a suitable option in every country, but instead 
considered as just one of the options when analysing the most appropriate response to a particular context. 
As an International Food Policy Research report recently noted, ‘there is no guarantee that the success of cash 
or food transfers in some countries can be reproduced in other countries. Because most cash and food transfer 
programmes are implemented in different contexts, research on the relative advantages of one or the other 
must take the contextual factors into account’. 

However, so few examples of LIC governments using cash transfers for emergency response compared to 
governments of MICs does suggest that countries’ income levels may play a role in decision-making around 
the use of cash as a response modality. The examples present varied explanations for the use of cash, including 
governmental perceptions that cash can better support livelihood regeneration, is more efficient and less 
costly than in-kind aid. However, why CTP is less readily used by LIC governments for emergency response 
is unclear. Much of the thinking around MIC government uptake of CTP, as compared to LIC governments, 
surrounds their application under existing social protection systems, as widely seen across poverty and welfare 
programming in HICs. With safety nets providing various forms of cash transfer on the rise in Latin America, 
Africa and the Middle East, the use of cash for emergencies under such systems is increasing in both MICs and 
to a lesser extent LICs. As witnessed in the examples of Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP),66 

66 This system is explored in more detail in the associated project paper; Slater & Bhuvanendra, 2013
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as appears feasible in the case of the government of Nigeria’s new national identity smart card scheme67 and 
Pakistan’s Benazir Income Support Programme,68 such systems offer potential for responding to shocks that 
typically trigger humanitarian intervention, as well as for building resilience ahead of and during crises. This 
research highlighted consensus amongst key informants that governments’ use of CTP in emergency response 
in the future will more often than not occur via ‘piggy backing’ on existing national systems, such as social 
safety nets, poverty reduction schemes, or livelihoods- strengthening initiatives, and that MICs will lead the 
way due to their systems being more established than those of LICs. 

Beyond income-level as a factor, there are no further discernible patterns in the uptake of CTP in emergency 
response by governments. However, this paper does speculate that in the future greater access to and capacity 
to absorb and adapt technology could emerge as the driving factor for which governments choose to use cash 
over in-kind assistance. 

Implications: Critical issues and considerations 
Some common issues and elements arise from the few current examples of governments using CTP, which in 
light of the rise in government-controlled responses, are worth discussing further:

Targeting 

In relation to targeting there were a number of issues noted in the case studies. Problems related to lack 
of clarity in creating and communicating qualifying criteria, setting qualifying criteria that led to exclusion 
of specific vulnerable groups, and changing the qualifying criteria at different phases of the response, thus 
creating confusion and in some cases tensions between different communities. There was also evidence 
that in some cases governments were not always transparent about the way targeting criteria were set, and 
interpreted qualifying criteria in different ways at the local level. 

Qualifying criteria led to the exclusion of vulnerable groups in the Indian response to the tsunami, where both 
women and members of certain tribal castes were both deliberately and perhaps mistakenly excluded from 
receiving assistance. In Pakistan, divorced or single women were sometimes overlooked, and in Sri Lanka there 
were allegations of local administrators favouring particular communities over others. It was reported that 
beneficiaries feared being excluded from other forms of assistance if they were receiving government grants, 
which were sometimes insufficient to meet their needs. 

The tendency of governments to politicise their assistance was also borne out by a report on the Kenyan 
government’s food assistance response to the drought in 2011. They found ‘there was evidence of political 
leaders, local elites and local relief committees influencing the determination of beneficiaries. With regard 
to personnel recruitment, concerns were raised on internal pressures to employ relief staff from certain 
communities, or due to political interference’.69 It seems appropriate that the international community could 
play a role in supporting the development of targeting criteria, and monitoring of equity and impartiality in 
who receives assistance. 

Communication of criteria led to confusion over qualifications for specific programmes and also tensions 
between different communities. The lack of transparency in setting criteria could be overcome with a well 
thought through communication campaign. The support given by the International Organisation for Migration 
(IOM) to the Pakistan government, ensuring that communications were available in several languages and 
using different media, is a lesson that could be drawn on for future emergencies. 

67  MasterCard to Power Nigerian Identity Card Scheme, MasterCard [Press release], 8 May 2013. Available: http://newsroom.mastercard.com/press-releases/
mastercard-to-power-nigerian-identity-card-program/. Retrieved 08/11/2013

68  More information on the planned use of Pakistan’s BISP is presented in part three of this report.
69  Learning From The 2011 Drought Response: Integrity And Accountability Critical In Enhancing Effectiveness Of Food Assistance Efforts, Transparency  

International, Kenya, 2012

http://newsroom.mastercard.com/press-releases/mastercard-to-power-nigerian-identity-card-program/
http://newsroom.mastercard.com/press-releases/mastercard-to-power-nigerian-identity-card-program/
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Registration

Governments displayed an apparent lack of capacity in maintaining accurate and comprehensive data in order 
to identify potential beneficiaries, and problems arose in registering beneficiaries. In Pakistan, evaluations point 
towards the registration system as being ‘fit for purpose’ – using appropriate means to verify beneficiaries. 
However, in the first phase of the programme, registration problems included the wasting of months trying 
to identify beneficiaries due to missing or duplicative figures which needed to be checked by the National 
Database Registration Authority (NADRA). These administrative difficulties were also observed in Sri Lanka 
and India, and led to the conclusion that a significant preparedness activity would be needed to strengthen 
the electronic systems to ensure harmony across national systems at the central and administrative levels. The 
second activity would be to ensure that accurate population data was held by governments to ensure rapid 
and verifiable distributions to named individuals and families. 

One major area of focus in addressing such issues should be to harness the potential of technology to support 
CTP registration systems in developing countries. While this might often involve using advanced database 
technologies in coordination with a concerted effort to collect accurate population data, the example of 
the US government’s noteworthy application of disaster mapping and modelling in response to Hurricane 
Sandy illustrates the potential of technology to support advanced forms of registration to support the relief 
and recovery of disaster-affected citizens. Having authorised funds to increase rental assistance to account 
for the high rental costs in the New York area, the US Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) used 
the results of geospatial analysis by its Modelling Task Force (MOTF) to aid more rapid provision of individual 
assistance to those who could not access their homes. Analysing information from a number of data sources in 
the days after Sandy’s landfall,70 the MOTF developed a list of communities that housing inspectors would be 
unlikely to access for days, even weeks. Households in locations that MOTF models showed to be inaccessible 
automatically qualified for two months of rental assistance at the increased rate. This non-traditional approach 
to meeting survivor needs contributed to 44,000 households receiving expedited rental assistance from federal 
authorities.

Transfer amounts

The value of cash grants must correlate with the objective of the programme. Providing cash to meet basic 
needs requires an assessment of what people need to survive, how much meeting these needs will cost and 
whether the cash grant is trying to meet those costs in full or in part, i.e. what is the ‘gap’ between what the 
beneficiary can supply for themselves and their need. Deciding how much cash to provide for livelihoods 
recovery can be more difficult: should the same amount be provided to everyone in the target population, or 
should the amount being provided vary according to the type of business or livelihood being supported?71 In 
the Indian Ocean Tsunami response, governments provided the following: 

• In India, beneficiaries received US$2,264 for each death in their family, and lesser amounts for injuries. US$22 
per person per month was distributed for four months to cover basic needs, and households received another 
US$22 to cover basic household goods, such as kitchen utensils and stoves. The government also provided 
cash to self-help groups for the repair and replacement of fishing equipment, school fees, grants to women for 
fishing-related businesses, extra pension benefits, for agricultural reclamation and support for orphans.

• In Sri Lanka, the government provided US$1,515 in compensation for deaths, US$25 for household items, and 
US$50 as an emergency resettlement allowance. The government also provided cash grants for people with 
damaged and destroyed houses.

70  These data sources included: high watermark sensors, inundation levels, imagery data from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and 
road closure information from states’ Departments of Transportation.

71  HPG Issue Paper 3, Learning from cash responses to the tsunami, Setting the value, Lesley Adams and Paul Harvey
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• In Thailand, the government provided cash grants as compensation to the relatives of those who had died or 
been injured in the tsunami. The government also provided tax and loan reprieves such as temporary income 
tax exemptions.

However, the value of a cash grant is open to politicisation by governments. In the case of Sri Lanka, for example, 
the government scaled back resources two months after the first distribution, meaning the grants being given 
were no longer enough to meet basic needs. The international community could play an important role in 
observing whether grants are sufficient for the intended purpose, and whether they are being given equitably 
across a response. 

Systems

The majority of examples in this report are of government initiatives that were not linked to the country’s 
social protection systems. However, Pakistan’s experience in phase 1 of its Citizen’s Damage Compensation 
Programme, and the challenges encountered in targeting the most vulnerable, has led to the government 
linking the second phase of CTP following the floods in 2010 with the country’s safety net, BISP. This highlights 
that whilst countries may test ad hoc CTP mechanisms in disasters, there is a growing recognition of the 
potential benefits that linking with social protection systems can provide. This can also be seen in the ongoing 
discussions in the Philippines on the potential use of the 4Ps social protection programme to deliver cash to 
those affected by Typhoon Haiyan. Countries at all levels of development widely regard deployment of cash 
via existing systems as potentially more efficient, more broadly impactful and more robustly monitored and 
evaluated. They are equally aware that this approach offers the opportunity to more closely align humanitarian 
response with domestic development priorities, given its potential to lessen the impact of shocks on households, 
protect living standards and promote wealth creation.72 Furthermore, a growing body of evidence suggests 
that, when appropriately administered, the provision of cash through existing social protection systems 
presents the opportunity to strengthen the citizen-state social contract and facilitate social cohesion.73 MICs, 
and to a lesser extent LICs, that are yet to administer CTPs for crisis response through existing social safety 
nets are increasingly likely to explore the possibility, particularly as their own social protection systems widen 
and improve, and as the experience of other governments influences their decision-making. The World Bank 
is strongly advocating for countries to set up cash-based safety nets, with the hope that governments will be 
able to harness the experience of setting up such systems to run similar systems in emergencies.

That said, the extent to which such mechanisms are well-placed to build resilience, or replace or augment 
more traditional humanitarian responses has been subject to limited analysis. Naturally this makes it difficult 
to hypothesise on the extent to which they will perform this function in the future. Moreover, and as explored 
in more detail in this project’s associated paper, Scaling up existing social safety nets to provide humanitarian 
response: A case study of Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Programme and Kenya’s Hunger Safety Net Programme, 
there are critical issues which might limit the applicability of cash as a crisis response via existing social 
protection systems. Three key issues are especially relevant, namely: the characteristics and location of affected 
populations following a given crisis; the quality and extent of institutional capacity both for service delivery 
and scaling-up; and the differences in objectives, priorities and operating rules of those involved in the design 
of CTP mechanisms. It should be noted that these realities have dissuaded even relatively prosperous MICs with 
large humanitarian expenditures and large-scale social protection programmes from such experimentation.74 

These examples suggest that where no social protection systems are in place, governments will have to have 
good preparedness measures in place in order to ensure effective and equitable responses. In particular, 
these will need to be focused around ensuring smooth and efficient registration and delivery mechanisms. 

72  DFID 2011
73 ODI 2013
74 Slater & Bhuvanendra 2013, p.20
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These could include pre-brokered deals with those organisations involved in delivery, and the development of 
databases of mobile phone numbers.

Conditional vs unconditional transfers

In most of the examples there was little evidence of how beneficiaries spent their unconditional entitlements. 
Nevertheless, the increase in demand for boat repairs in Tamil Nadu indicates that the increase in household 
income provided by the Indian government’s CTP enabled people to restart their livelihoods. In Pakistan, despite 
evaluation findings of sensible spending of cash by beneficiaries, it was recognised that the international 
community could play a role in providing advisory services to beneficiaries once the payments are made. 
For instance, in its Action Plan for Early Recovery in Future Disasters (Through Cash Transfers), the Pakistani 
government states that during the design of future CTP systems ‘complementary support such as training in 
financial literacy, technical support in rebuilding disaster resilient shelters and support in identifying livelihood 
investment opportunities will be identified… and partnerships developed with national and international 
aid actors’.75 This could be done through targeted communication and coordination with the main service 
providers. In order for CTP to be a more viable option in the eyes of donors it is necessary to have some 
investigation into how cash and vouchers are used in relation to the intention for their use. 

Governance/corruption 

The evaluation of the Pakistani government’s CTP response to the 2010 floods spoke highly of the collaborative 
decision-making between the different levels of government, contributing to the success of the programme. 
The converse was evident in Bangladesh where a lack of synergy between the different ministries led to uneven 
and sometimes inequitable distributions across the country. 

The first phase of the Pakistan government’s CTP response highlighted the need to put a strong emphasis 
on strengthening governance through effective controls and accountability mechanisms (i.e. the spot checks 
on housing damage) as well as public disclosure of programme performance, hotlines for grievances, and 
strengthening of oversight institutions.

It has not been possible, perhaps for obvious reasons, to document corruption in the government responses. 
However, as previously referenced, a recent Transparency International report on the Kenya response found 
the following:

‘General food aid is seen as most susceptible to corruption: The study sought to establish 
the risks facing different food assistance instruments in Kenya namely general food aid  
(in-kind), cash transfers and vouchers. The vast majority of respondents perceived general 
food aid as attracting the highest risk in terms of ensuring an effective, efficient, accountable 
and transparent response. Food aid was also considered to be more prone to risks than other  
in-kind sectors, largely due to its scale and the weaknesses in its transparency and accountability 
mechanisms. Cash transfers are perceived as less prone to corruption due to the emphasis 
placed on strong systems and reliance on electronic disbursement channels.’ 

In conclusion, with appropriate controls put in place by financial institutions, and a robust reporting system, it 
is possible that cash may present a lower risk of corruption than in-kind assistance.

75  Harvey et al. (2012)
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Implementing institutions 

The importance of the use of credible institutions for implementation and disbursement of grants in order 
to build trust with beneficiaries was particularly noted in the Pakistan case. The Pakistan evaluation of the 
Watan card indicated that NADRA is well respected in the country. Interviewees for the Pakistan case study also 
noted the importance of using only well-respected commercial banks for disbursement. Heavy involvement 
of provincial disaster-management agencies also meant beneficiaries thought the scheme was more credible, 
more trusted, and took better account of their needs. 

Frameworks and legislation

In the Pakistan case, one key contributor to the success of the programme was the development of an action 
plan clarifying and formalising the roles of different actors in the response. This document was viewed as a 
‘living document’ and included evolving good practice, both national and international, in cash transfers. This 
also points to the importance of ongoing evaluation of all types of emergency responses. The US’s use of cash in 
Hurricane Katrina in 2005 and Hurricane Sandy in 2012 also supports the argument for a ‘living’ framework that 
guides CTP in emergencies and is amended with lessons learnt. A full case study on the US’s use of cash in these 
events can be found in Annex 4 of this report, which highlights that challenges can still arise in government-led 
CTP emergency responses even in high-income countries with well-established cash systems. 

PART 3: POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONS ON THE ROLE OF 
INTERNATIONAL HUMANITARIAN ACTORS IN THE FUTURE: 
CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES
The previous section presents implications of governments increasingly asserting control over domestic 
humanitarian crises on the use of cash in terms of where it is used and the key elements and issues that will be 
critical in future scenarios. However, what this could mean for the role of IHAs remains unclear. Interviews were 
held with members of the international humanitarian community asking them to conceptualise government-
led CTP in emergency response in the future and what this might mean for their work. Based on these interviews 
and the lessons drawn in the previous section of this report, this section speculates on key challenges and 
opportunities that could be posed in the future for IHAs looking to support governments who are using cash 
transfers in their emergency response. 

‘There is a lack of awareness of what governments are doing in relation to using cash transfers 
in emergency response and the roles that international humanitarian actors have played.’  
Paul Harvey, ALNAP

It is important to point out that many of the implications could as well apply to in-kind assistance provided by 
governments as that using CTP, but that some challenges and opportunities are particularly pertinent to the 
use of cash.

Entry points and roles

Challenge: Lack of clarity of IHAs’ entry points in an environment where international assistance is 
increasingly driven by demand. 

As their use by governments broadens over time, governments will inevitably explore what role (if any) IHAs 
should play in cash-based systems they develop. Based on the lack of current documentation of government 
responses it is hard to predict how the role of IHAs will be impacted by the increasing government control 
over their own responses. If and how governments will want to utilise international assistance will likely vary 
between MICs and LICs and also from context to context based on governments’ particular, and often political, 
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objectives. Similarly, one also has to take into account the differences in governments’ experiences with 
humanitarian actors. This includes not only the types of programmes that such actors might be pursuing with 
governments, but also the latter’s attitudes about them. Then, too, the inter-related issues of economic systems 
and systems for monitoring currency flows become critical determinants in governments’ attitudes not only 
towards CTP, but also to those seeking to distribute it. Most of these factors cut across the MIC-LIC divide, and 
all have to be taken into account when it comes to determining the roles that international actors can play 
when it comes to CTP. However, all key informants interviewed agreed that where governments assert national 
sovereignty and lead CTPs in emergency response, what is needed from international humanitarian agencies 
will likely fundamentally change. Judging from some of the roles IHAs have already played in government 
responses, it is likely that IHAs will have a prominent role in capacity building of government, national NGOs 
and civil society, as well as providing expertise and independence in monitoring and evaluating and advocacy.

International assistance in governments’ cash-based emergency responses, as with other forms of humanitarian 
response, will likely increasingly be driven less by supply and more by demand. This does not mean that such 
governments – particularly those in the LIC category – will be able to exert such control. It does, however, 
suggest that those international humanitarian organisations which work to support governments’ efforts will 
find themselves in a more favourable light than those who evade or ignore such efforts. Those organisations 
which are able to bring technical support around issues highlighted as critical in the previous section, such as 
collecting and maintaining comprehensive data in order to identify beneficiaries, targeting within scaled-up 
CTP emergency response initiatives, or monitoring and evaluating the use and impact of emergency cash, 
may be the agencies sought by governments recognising their usefulness to their own response. The case of 
Pakistan is instructive in this context. In the response to the 2010 floods, the Pakistan government restricted 
INGO’s activities, and no clear role for these agencies emerged within the government CTP initiative. Those, on 
the other hand, that had specific and transferable capacities to support government, found their assistance 
was far more welcomed, which explains in part why UNHCR’s willingness to support the government’s CTP 
targeting process was so warmly received. The role of international aid organisations to support the targeting 
process is highlighted as something the Pakistan government will continue to explore further in the future. 
However, it was also noted that the government may look to national civil society actors instead. Governments 
are less and less willing to have international ‘boots on the ground’ when it comes to operational response, so, 
too, will governments be increasingly determined that aid, including procedures in CTP, will have to reflect local 
customs and contexts, including language. National and sub-national NGOs will likely be increasingly used by 
governments due to their contextual knowledge, trust, and ease of access as a result of their local presence. 

Capacity strengthening was highlighted in key informant interviews as perhaps the most critical potential entry 
point for IHAs looking to support governments wishing to use cash for emergency response in the future. The 
capacity of governments will vary from situation to situation and from context to context. Yet, there appears to 
be a consistent need for capacity building for CTP purposes in MICs and LICs alike. In the case of Pakistan, it 
was thought that one way the international community could build critical government capacity in the future is 
to support the creation of data-sharing protocols between central and local government offices and ministries. 
However, currently it is not all that clear if or how international humanitarian actors can or should help governments 
to assess and address their capacity gaps for leading humanitarian response, including delivering cash. 

Challenge: Adapting in an increasingly crowded and technological landscape

Key informant interviews highlighted a more general concern that agencies involved in CTP will resist change, 
and be insensitive or at least reluctant to adapt their roles to the needs of governments of crisis-affected 
countries. Respondents referred to the ‘lack of adaptive capacity’ within these agencies and a ‘short-term 
perspective’ that fails to take into account the longer-term prospects for both CTP and governments’ roles. 
The reasons for this short-term, possibly defensive perspective would seem to be compounded, according to 
interviewees, by the sectoral spaces that they occupy. Sector-specific expertise rather than a willingness to 
broaden the vision appeared to be driving the process for many agencies involved in CTP. 
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The consequence of such short-term thinking would, according to some respondents, intensify competition 
amongst such humanitarian actors as they sought to protect their ‘silos’. It was expressed that if these 
international agencies do not accept the potentially needed transformation in their function, and choose 
instead to cling on to their traditional roles, competition for power between these agencies could increase, 
and there is a risk they could be made redundant within the aid system. This could come about not only as 
governments increasingly assert control over external actors, but also as they will increasingly have the luxury 
of choice when external assistance is required and as national capacity increases.76 

More and more, certainly amongst the MICs, alternative aid providers are being sought outside the traditional 
humanitarian sector. The private sector is increasingly perceived by governments to offer cost-efficient goods, 
services and technological ‘know-how’ that in turn could be deemed to be far more innovative, efficient and 
accountable for CTP responses than that which traditional humanitarian actors can provide.77 At the same 
time, the private sector has more enduring interests in the countries in which they are operating, and their ‘core 
business interests’ often make them more accommodating partners for governments. Indeed, it was thought 
by all key informants that governments will increasingly choose to go through international and national 
private sector organisations for assistance in their cash-based emergency responses. 

However this tension may also present an opportunity for IHAs who will still be able to monitor whether 
humanitarian principles, stated in the international normative framework, are upheld. Their independence 
offers a unique possibility to provide impartial witnessing of how responses are run.

The role of IHAs will be further complicated by a variety of factors that in various ways transcend governments 
as well as traditional humanitarian actors. Online crowd-sourcing and crowdfunding78 will add new challenges 
to both. Accountability and equitable distribution of cash will be further complicated by the use of mobile 
phone technology, and the inclination of the Diaspora to provide assistance to families through virtual 
networks. Issues of accountability and well-targeted cash inputs will become increasingly complicated; and, 
here, once again, these challenges and the willingness of partners to help deal with such complexities will be a 
major determinant of whom governments will work with. In so saying, those who can be categorised as being 
an IHA will have to ask if they have the capacity to compete with private sector actors, who may well offer more 
in the way of technological capacity, which IHAs tend to lack.79

Opportunity: To identify added values and become more efficient 

Only in the rarest of instances do international humanitarian organisations, governments and private sector 
actors concerned with emergency response sit together to identify common purpose, comparative advantages 
and added value. This is critical for the use of cash due to its ability to achieve a number of cross-sectoral 
objectives, and will be increasingly critical with the widening range of actors involved. This is not to suggest 
that the humanitarian sector at large is unaware of the potential need to engage more systematically. Rather it 
is to suggest that not only is there a lack of clarity about potential added value, but there are also deep divides 
about the very roles and responsibilities each should assume.

The need for IHAs to rethink their entry points in emergency response, whether it be supporting cash or in-kind 
initiatives, presents an opportunity for IHAs to take steps to begin to better articulate comparative advantages 
and added value in a way that fosters collaboration to take cash to scale, takes into account challenges to 
humanitarian principles of independence and neutrality, and supports the allocation of roles less on the basis 
of mandates and more on an understanding of ‘who is best suited to do what’ in different crisis and national 
contexts. For IHAs this may be the provision of technical advisory services, or capacity building around the 

76  Hopgood (2008)
77  HFP (2013)
78  Crowdfunding is ‘the practice of funding a project or venture by raising many small amounts of money from a large number of people, typically via the 

Internet’ (Oxford Dictionary).
79  Lawry (2009)
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development of equitable targeting criteria or data protocols, or the compiling of accurate population data to 
be used for targeting. Alternatively it may be in the monitoring of who receives cash grants to avoid politicisation 
of assistance, or providing complementary in-kind assistance if governmental response analysis points to this. 
Within this, agencies should question to what extent they should adopt a ‘resilience perspective’, in which the 
linkages between development and humanitarian preparedness and response should be evident, and in which 
the relationship between social protection and relief assistance can provide a coherent framework for action. 

Relationship models and coordination

Challenge: Rethinking current relationships and with whom relationships should be built in the future, 
amid tensions of ‘principled’ response

IHAs tend not to have strong relationships in place with crisis-affected governments.80 If IHAs decide to support 
governments in their cash transfer emergency responses, these relationships will need to be strengthened. 
Current international humanitarian coordination systems, including clusters, are not sufficiently respectful 
of host governments’ primary role in responding to emergencies.81 This weakness challenges engagement 
between aid agencies and governments on CTP. Inherent in these difficulties is differences in national and 
international coordination structures. For example, the cluster system is currently predominantly structured 
around technical sectors that may not always align with departments of government or other participating 
actors, which can make collaboration between humanitarian actors and national governments difficult. For 
further discussion on this point, please refer to this project’s associated report on CTP and Coordination.

Further, within particular countries, IHAs may not have the opportunity to work directly with government or 
may decide against this relationship, particularly if the government is perceived as hostile. This does not mean 
that such agencies will not have an opportunity to promote CTP services, but instead that they will have to 
identify others through whom they can work or can support to ensure their continuing CTP involvement. This 
might involve partnering with a national actor with whom a government will also wish to partner, such as a 
private sector organisation or a national civil society group. With that in mind, humanitarian organisations will 
need to revisit the mechanisms and modes for developing and sustaining relationships, and also be prepared 
to see how their operational procedures and principles can be accommodated in such new relationships.

Engagement directly with crisis-affected governments as well as with private sector organisations could pose 
threats to IHAs for the upholding of humanitarian principles. As a report by ALNAP notes, ‘the humanitarian 
agenda will increasingly be affected by calculations reflecting national interest that may not always square 
neatly with humanitarian principles, particularly impartiality.’82 Whilst the risk of government corruption with 
CTPs is thought by some to be less significant than it is with in-kind aid due to the reliance on electronic 
disbursement channels,83 some key informants suggested that the uptake of cash by governments in 
emergency response could place a powerful political tool in the hands of states. For example, the determination 
of beneficiaries in the Kenyan government’s CTP as a response to the 2011 drought was reported to be highly 
politicised. How IHAs deal with these potential threats to their principles and accountability practices will be 
critical. Agencies may need to review both principle and practice in culturally specific contexts in order to 
address vulnerability and save lives. They too will have to be sure that those with whom they work, including 
implementing institutions, are credible and accountable.

The use of cash resources may be in so many ways difficult to monitor, but accountability is key to effective CTP 
systems on every level and is increasingly central to the concerns of donors. For humanitarian organisations, there 
may well be a difficult set of tensions to reconcile in ensuring the sort of accountability that will prove meaningful. 

80  ALNAP (2010)
81  Steets et al., 2010; Harvey et al., 2010; Harvey, 2009; Stoddard et al., 2007
82  ANLAP, (2012), The State of the Humanitarian System, 2012 Edition, pp. 80
83  Learning From The 2011 Drought Response: Integrity And Accountability Critical In Enhancing Effectiveness Of Food Assistance Efforts, Transparency  

International, Kenya, 2012
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Recipient governments may not have the mechanisms in place to provide an accountability mechanism 
that would be acceptable to donors; cash distribution through partner organisations may similarly not fulfil 
accountability functions in ways deemed to be acceptable; and, at the level of distribution – particularly with 
the parallel flows of socially-networked cash from other sources – accountability can become very complicated. 

Such requirements will demand coordination physically and virtually. The former will have to bring in the 
agencies through systems in which governments need to participate along with other actors such as the private 
sector. At the same time, virtual coordination will have to incorporate means for monitoring streams of funds 
that are coming from a variety of other sources in order to appreciate possible inequities and opportunities in 
the provision of cash.

Partnerships for the future of government uptake of cash in emergency response will also need to reflect, 
amongst other things, virtual-based networks and hubs, and more functionally linked partners, e.g. cities-to-
cities, and cross-border communities. The challenge for INGOs will be how best to bring such partnerships 
into forums that will support their potentially shifting objectives as providers of technical advisory services, 
advocacy, monitoring and auditing, and capacity building for governments.

Opportunity: To develop and utilise new forms of relationship and collaboration models to bring disparate 
systems of cash into a coherent framework. 

Existing international frameworks and mechanisms for humanitarian coordination in general are likely to 
become increasingly irrelevant at the national level and there is likely to be a greater push to adapt or create 
mechanisms that allow for diverse actors to engage as equal partners, with government having a lead role.84

In those instances where external international involvement is deemed acceptable by governments leading 
CTP, and technical capacities are needed, the conduit for such assistance might well be through local NGO 
platforms or regional organisations rather than the UN system or Western consortia, which are thought to be 
perceived as more ‘acceptable’ by some governments. 

This presents the opportunity for IHAs to foster collaboration through local or regional platforms and alliances, 
to take cash to scale and bring various sources and implementing partners of CTP together to discuss the 
most appropriate response for the particular context. In this regard, means to engage and support local civil 
society networks and regional organisations (examples of the latter being ASEAN and ECOWAS) would provide 
foras for engagement that would allow such organisations opportunities to promote the purpose of cash in 
emergency situations with their member states. 

However, this and other opportunities will only present themselves if the actors have better means to 
understand each other’s comparative advantages, recognise shared value and mutual benefit, and are open to 
collaborating and accepting this diversity in relationship models they may not be used to.

PART 4: LOOKING FORWARD
As humanitarian crises increasingly move from the periphery of governmental interests to centre stage and 
governments more and more assert control over domestic crisis management, governments with both high 
and low capacity will increasingly want to be recognised as being in the driver’s seat in domestic emergency 
response, whether responding via in-kind or CTP. As per this paper’s hypothesis, the research highlights that 
this is likely to have implications for the increased use of cash. These could include where cash is used and the 
objective it is used for, critical issues that will need to be addressed in processes such as targeting, registration 
and delivery, and how traditional roles may change.

84  HFP (2013)
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In general there is a lack of awareness of what governments are doing in relation to using cash transfers 
in emergency response and the challenges and opportunities encountered, and yet opportunities for 
governments to share experiences and knowledge could help improve the impact of their cash transfer 
initiatives. Further, the implications of this shift for IHAs need to be better understood. On the one hand, it 
provides an opportunity for a new paradigm for collaboration between international actors and governments, 
but on the other, very real challenges to current thinking and approaches. 

IHAs and agencies, for example, may have to accept that they can no longer implement emergency cash 
programmes independently of governments, but instead support governments when invited, or choose to 
support other actors in a much more demand-driven approach. IHAs need to accept the timescale of these 
shifts and to be prepared for a change in their role, and to do this they need to better understand their specific 
skills and added value. IHAs should not procrastinate, or risk being redundant by 2025. 

As governments increasingly turn to the private sector in humanitarian crises, particularly as technology 
continues to be an important driver of CTP as well as humanitarian responses more broadly, it is essential 
for humanitarian agencies and governments to have a more in-depth understanding of the private sector’s 
perceived and potential role in CTP as part of emergency response. Steps also need to be taken to begin to 
better articulate comparative advantage and added value in a way that fosters collaboration to take cash to 
scale, takes into account challenges to humanitarian principles of independence and neutrality, and supports 
the allocation of roles based less on mandates and more on an understanding of ‘who is best suited to do what’ 
in different crisis and national contexts. 

In light of reservations of some actors over the accountability of governments and the actors they may 
increasingly choose to work with, there is a need for more effective conduits for the distribution of cash to 
be identified. In addition, the exponentially increasing sources of cash running parallel to government cash 
transfer responses, in part due to the expanding opportunities for providing resources through crowdfunding 
and other social networking platforms, will create escalating coordination and monitoring difficulties for 
government responses. The use of sophisticated information technologies to monitor the multiple forms of 
flows and types of ‘cash’ will become critical. 

As crises become more complex, as discussed in this project’s trend analysis, what form of response is 
needed, whether it be cash or in-kind assistance, indirect or direct market support, or a combination, will vary 
drastically not just between regions, countries, and districts, but also within the same area over relatively short 
periods of time. Governments need to think differently about how they approach emergency response and 
should systematically incorporate problem/response analysis into their emergency decision-making. There is 
also a need for government leadership to consider how to take cash to scale in emergency response. Donor 
governments should assertively work with governments to support integrating cash into broader governance 
and policy decision-making such as decentralisation initiatives.

Overall there is an urgent need for the international humanitarian community to continue documenting 
government response in emergencies, to better understand the issues that may be encountered and the 
future role of IHAs. At the same time, donors should facilitate peer-to-peer support and exchange between 
governments who have experience in programming cash in emergencies with those who are less experienced, 
and INGOs and UN agencies should review their policy and approach for working with governments to deliver 
humanitarian assistance, including for cash, and explore if and how policy and practice may need to change 
in order to adapt to increased uptake of CTP by governments in the future. Finally, these agencies need to 
start efforts now to better understand their own and other’s added value, and work towards focusing activities 
around these comparative advantages. 



IS CASH TRANSFER PROGRAMMING ‘FIT FOR THE FUTURE’? ANNEX 4

76

Priority recommended actions 
1. In the more immediate term, governments should be included in meetings of national or regional Cash 
Transfer Technical Working Groups. However, further to this, key donors, UN agencies and NGOs should lead 
promotion and facilitation of the development of an international/regional platform for multi-actor discussion 
on the issues encountered by governments when using cash transfers as an emergency response modality. 
One possible avenue is through the annual ECOSOC Humanitarian Affairs Segment. ECOWAS, ASEAN and 
other regional platforms should be considered as key participants that could offer insights into government 
responses in respective regions and the potential support regional organisations could provide. 

2. CaLP should establish a panel to provide insight on potential policies, practices and research, and act as an 
information repository, on alternative forms and flows of cash and their impact on governments’ use of CTP in 
emergency response. Such a panel should meet regularly and its membership should evolve with innovation 
in the field. In the first instance, it may include representatives from the Bitcoin Foundation and Mobile Money 
as organisations that have expertise on alternative forms of ‘cash’. 

3. OCHA and WEF should launch a multi-level review exercise for the Guiding Principles for Public-Private 
Collaboration for Humanitarian Action. These non-binding principles provide a framework for collaboration 
between governments, humanitarian actors and the private sector. They should be reviewed in relation to 
emergency cash responses with the aim of understanding how they have been operationalized, and how they 
could serve as a framework for enhancing contractual relationships between private and public sectors for 
capacity development at the national, regional and international levels, particularly in addressing concerns 
over private sector actors not adhering to humanitarian principles. 

4. Criteria/guidelines should be developed to ensure appropriate standards of accountability and impact 
are agreed upon with governments. This could result in the development of a roster of accredited actors for 
involvement in different stages of the cash transfer process. These criteria/guidelines and subsequent roster 
should be developed on a country-by-country basis and could be led by UN resident coordinators for the 
consideration of the government. This would need to take a phased approach, starting with governments 
that have national disaster-management agencies and are attempting to prepare for emergency cash-based 
responses by improving their registration and delivery systems, of which the development of the criteria would 
be a part. 

5. International humanitarian actors should work with governments to engage the private sector and non-
Western technological partners such as India, China and South Korea, to provide customised risk data – 
datasets, maps and information on a wider set of vulnerability factors for particular hazards and at a more 
localised level – to support informed response decision-making. This could be coupled with the promotion and 
facilitation of the creation of inclusive national platform mechanisms to promote more coherent, collaborative 
and innovative government-led approaches to CTP in emergencies.

Further research:

• The first priority for IHAs is to understand what the needs of government will be in relation to their capacity 
building, in order to implement CTP at scale and in a timely and equitable manner. This will entail further 
research on the types of systems that governments could use to implement CTP, the governance of these 
systems, and how roles and responsibilities are allocated within and between ministries. It is also important 
to understand some of the barriers and obstacles to linking short-term emergency cash with long-term 
social protection schemes. Once there is a clearer understanding of different models for governmental 
implementation of emergency CTP, IHAs will be in a better position to understand how their own technical 
and collaborative expertise could support governments, and what capacity building for governments wanting 
to use CTP may look like.
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• A capacity building programme should also not exclude national NGOs and civil society, so further research 
should be carried out into the needs of such organisations and their potential role.

• The second priority for IHAs is to better understand different platforms, both virtual and physical, for 
collaborating and promoting CTP at the international, regional and national levels. The purpose of such an 
analysis would be to better understand what these platforms are, what they do, and how they could be used 
to enhance collaboration and more systematic approaches to cash.

• The third priority is to more widely document the use of CTP in emergency responses to provide an evidence 
base for future developments. Currently the overwhelming majority of the literature on implementing CTP 
is IHA-centric. If IHAs are to seriously consider more assertive governments in future responses, they need to 
concentrate evaluations not only on their own efforts but also on the efforts of governments and national 
organisations to create a better understanding of the gaps in practice and opportunities for collaborating. 
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Glenn Hughson CaLP
Idrees Mahsud Pakistan NDMA
Abaid Ullah Khan Pakistan Red Crescent Society
Nigel Ede  IFRC Kuala Lumpur Zone
Gohar Ahmed Khan Pakistan National Database & Registration Authority
Malith Gunasekara e-MITRA Mobile Financial Services
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ANNEX 3: CASE STUDY – PAKISTAN’S USE OF CASH IN RESPONSE 
TO THE 2010 FLOODS
The contents of this case study arise from interviews with representatives from the Pakistani government, 
NGOs and the private sector involved in the initiative, as well as a review of the available literature. 

The emergency context
The 2010 Pakistan floods, which began in the northern districts of the country in late July and spread gradually 
south along the Indus river basin in August, were unusual in their severity and caused widespread population 
displacement and destruction of resources. The floods affected 78 districts and more than 20 million people; 
nearly 10 per cent of Pakistan’s population, and twice the number affected by the 1992 floods. Over 1,980 
deaths were reported and nearly 2,946 people were injured.85 Damage to agriculture, housing, roads, irrigation 
and other infrastructure was estimated at US$10.056 billion.86 In response, the government initiated a rapid 
response cash transfer program in September 2010 to support flood-affected families. The Citizen’s Damage 
Compensation Programme (CDCP) was coordinated by the federal government (the cabinet division) in close 
collaboration with the provincial governments, particularly the provincial disaster management agencies 
(PDMAs), and the National Database Registration Authority (NADRA); an independent corporate body that 
maintains a database of Pakistani citizens and issues Computerised National Identity Cards (CNICs).

The CTP initiative
The programme was designed in two phases: phase 1 comprised of an initial cash grant of PRs. 20,000 
(approximately US$230) to each eligible family, delivered through a cash card (the ‘Watan card’) which could 
be used at ATMs and point-of-sale systems; phase 2 is still ongoing and sees the disbursement two instalments 
of PRs. 20,000 as a rehabilitation grant to help people rebuild their homes and livelihoods. The government of 
Pakistan contributed PRs. 34 billion (US$400 million) to phase 1 of the CDCP (funding split equally between 
the federal government and the provinces), of which over PRs. 28 billion was disbursed.87 The second phase of 
the CDCP is currently supported by four donors, including USAID, DFID, the government of Italy and the World 
Bank, with a total allocation of US$580 million.

85   NDMA (2011) Pakistan Floods 2010: Learning from Experience. Prime Minister’s Secretariat. Available at:  
http://www.ndma.gov.pk/ex/Documents/flood_2010/lesson_learned/Lessons%20Learned%20-%20Flood%202010.pdf

86  Ibid.
87  NADRA records as of end of 2012
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BOX 1: WHY THE GOVERNMENT CHOSE CASH

Cash transfers are perceived by the Pakistan government to offer significant advantages over 
traditional in-kind support at the recovery stage in particular contexts. These advantages include 
faster delivery, flexibility to meet diverse needs, lower overhead costs, regeneration of local 
economy, as well as dignity and empowerment of the recipient. 

The government looked to international experience and was reassured that evaluations of 
unconditional cash transfers in emergency situations showed that households tend to make 
prudent use of emergency cash transfers, spending the money on basic consumption including 
food, health care, clothing, and education, or the repayment of debts, re-establishment of 
homes, and investment in livelihood assets. This was also supported by the self-reporting of the 
beneficiaries of Pakistan’s social protection scheme in 2009, which indicated that 32% of benefits 
were spent on basic food; 23% on medical expenses; 10% on debt payments; and 7% on clothes.

Another factor in the decision to implement the cash transfer programme in response to the floods 
was that the crisis had disproportionately affected the poorer districts of the country. The pre-flood 
individual poverty rate of flood-affected districts was 20.2% and in non-affected districts 14.3% in 
2007-8. It was also observed that these poverty rates had been exacerbated considerably by the 
floods. The World Bank’s analysis estimated that the post-flood poverty rates were significantly 
higher than the pre-flood poverty rates in the flood-affected areas: 32.7% post-flood vs. 19.7% 
pre-flood in Punjab; 30.3% vs. 18.2% in Sindh; 33.2% vs. 19.4% in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa; 44.9% 
vs. 38.7% in Balochistan.88 The multi-cluster Rapid Assessment Survey by OCHA carried out 
immediately after the floods found a range of harmful coping strategies being deployed by flood-
affected households as a result. This included taking on debt, which was the case for a third of 
households, the selling of assets such as livestock, reducing meal sizes, switching to lower quality 
foods, and a reduction in breastfeeding. It was thought by the government that cash could help 
reduce these harmful coping strategies more efficiently than in-kind aid.

Developed from interviews with NDMA officials.

Targeting, identification and registration of beneficiaries
Given the extent of the flooding throughout the country, for phase 1 the government decided to use 
geographic targeting as the basis for the programme in most provinces, while Khyber Pakhtunkhwa province 
used housing damage as a proxy for eligibility. PDMAs identified the flood-affected areas in each province. 
NADRA then identified the number of people in the affected areas and verified the list of heads of households 
using the CNIC registration database. This list was passed on to the federal Cabinet Office who instructed the 
commercial and government banks to make payments to those individuals listed through a debit card (the 
‘Watan card’) that was given to the eligible beneficiaries.

During the beneficiary selection processes, one of the major concerns was ensuring those women in flood-
affected areas who were not heads of households were reached. NADRA, the NDMA and the local PDMAs made 
conscious efforts to identify single or divorced females, or those whose husbands were unable to register, and 
enable them to apply for the Watan card. In addition, the government requested UNHCR’s expertise in helping 
the social welfare departments at the district level to target the most vulnerable within flood-affected districts. 

88   World Bank (2011)
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Registration stands were set up within districts with representatives from UNHCR, NADRA and the banks next 
to each other to speed up registration and the issuance of the Watan card. This process could be completed 
in 13 minutes per beneficiary and included verification of identity via biometric data. This verification 
system integrated biometric technologies such as Automated Finger Identification Systems (AFIS) and facial 
recognition systems. Within three months of its initiation in September, 1.4 million families were registered and 
paid PRs. 20,000.

The role played by international humanitarian actors
The Pakistan government restricted INGO activity in the response phase, and agencies were not permitted 
to implement their own unconditional CTPs. However, these agencies were allowed to undertake small-scale 
conditional cash programmes aimed at reaching particular vulnerable groups.

There were reports of a lack of coordination between the government initiative and these parallel conditional 
transfers. The Red Cross utilised the national Post Office databases and networks as a way of identifying 
beneficiaries of their conditional cash grant, and WFP, for example, used its own card, which for some caused 
confusion. 

Pakistan suffered the highest number of internally-displaced people in 2009 due to the Taliban insurgency 
and Pakistan’s military response. Out of a total population of 170 million, over 3 million Pakistanis were newly 
displaced in 2009. In response to this, the government implemented a CTP. International actors, including WFP, 
provided in-kind aid. However, the government perceived this aid to be poorly coordinated, leading to overlap 
as well as exclusion of certain groups of the population, particularly those in areas that were not very easy 
for INGOs to access. This perceived lack of coordination contributed to the government’s decision to restrict 
INGO’s implementation of their own CTPs and assistance more generally following the floods.

An evaluation highlighted the capacity gaps within the Pakistan government around impact evaluation and 
monitoring and evaluation in general. The Pakistan government therefore utilised international humanitarian 
expertise in these areas. The government also took technical advice from the donors, and DFID in particular 
stressed the need for better targeting of the vulnerable. UNHCR and other humanitarian stakeholders were 
asked to gather data on vulnerable groups within flood-affected populations. This gave the humanitarian 
actors an opportunity to ensure that protection issues related to the Watan cards, ranging from registration to 
acquiring the money, were properly addressed. 

BOX 2: WHY DID THE GOVERNMENT RESTRICT INGO CTPS?

Pakistan suffered the highest number of internally-displaced people in 2009 due to the Taliban 
insurgency and Pakistan’s military response. Out of a total population of 170 million, over 3 million 
Pakistanis were newly displaced in 2009. In response to this, the government implemented a CTP. 
International actors, including WFP, provided in-kind aid. However, the government perceived 
this aid to be poorly coordinated, leading to overlap as well as exclusion of certain groups of the 
population, particularly those in areas that were not very easy for INGOs to access. This perceived 
lack of coordination contributed to the government’s decision to restrict INGO’s implementation of 
their own CTPs and assistance more generally following the floods.
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Lessons learnt and changes made
The vast majority (over 90 per cent) of designated beneficiaries received the Watan cards and the full cash 
payment, and beneficiaries have expressed their satisfaction with the payment mechanism. The Rapid 
Assessment Evaluation89 highlighted that in-depth local knowledge of the flood-affected areas coupled with 
a clear, systematic and uniform process of verification through the national ID database, led to an efficient 
identification of beneficiaries. In addition, the evaluation pointed towards the majority of beneficiary 
households using the cash grants sensibly – on food, medicines, household assets, repair of housing and 
construction, and livelihood assets.90 More broadly, the opening of six million bank accounts for the initiative 
opened additional avenues of economic improvement at individual and family level (by increasing access to 
financial resources and systems) for the extremely poor as well as those affected by the disasters. 

However, some issues were experienced in phase 1 of the project. Efforts have been made to incorporate these 
lessons into phase 2 and/or the recently developed Action Plan for Early Recovery Using Cash Transfers. Below 
is a summary of these key issues. 

1. Targeting the minorities not simply the majority

Whilst phase 1 supported a large number of vulnerable and poor households, some were excluded by the 
simple geographical targeting; there were no further vulnerability filters. As a result, during phase 2 targeting 
was further refined to include more of the poor and vulnerable population. Given the level of poverty prevalent 
in the most flood-affected areas, sub-targeting during phase 2 was done with a focus on excluding well-off 
populations from the overall population and ensuring outreach to the most affected. As per the statistics 
available from NADRA, NDMA and PDMAs for selection of beneficiaries, extent of damage to houses will be 
applied for cash transfers to ensure inclusion of the poor and those most in need. Spot checks on beneficiary 
lists will also be undertaken to check whether proposed beneficiaries actually have suffered damages to their 
houses in accordance with the definitions used for the assessment. A third party will be contracted by USAID to 
assess the quality of the damage needs assessment survey carried out by each province. If there are substantial 
discrepancies between the original list and the spot-checked list, the area will be resurveyed by the authorities 
until the list is acceptable.

BOX 3: LOOKING TO THE FUTURE: LINKING WITH THE BISP SOCIAL PROTECTION PROGRAMME

The Pakistan government’s interest in improving social protection has increased in recent years. In 
2007, in light of food, fuel and financial crises, the government initiated a national social protection 
strategy which translated into the launch of the Benazir Income Support Programme (BISP) in 2008 
as the country’s main nationwide social safety net programme. The BISP aims to alleviate poverty 
and empower women among the most underprivileged, and provides PRs. 1,000 per month to the 
female head of the family for income support. 

At the time of the 2010 floods, the BISP was in the middle of rolling out a nationwide poverty survey 
but had not completed this activity. It was deemed that as the BISP was still developing its structures, 
the system was not in a position to manage a nationwide cash transfer for flood-affected households. 
This extensive poverty assessment is now complete and plans are underway to reform the targeting 
process for CTPs in emergency response in the future by linking up to the BISP’s poverty database. 
Poverty scorecards based on proxy means testing will be issued to identify the most vulnerable 
following disaster through a transparent, impartial and objective mechanism.

89 Oxford Policy Management (2011)
90   World Bank (2011)
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2. Extending the public information campaign

Lessons from the post-2005 earthquake cash transfers showed the importance of effective two-way 
communication with all stakeholders and beneficiaries, especially locally, where community concerns need to 
be allayed, consistent responses provided to all questions, and public participation encouraged. The feedback 
from the Rapid Evaluation of phase 1 of the CDCP indicates that there were significant gaps in awareness 
among potential beneficiaries, with most information being spread by word of mouth – resulting in mixed 
messages and some confusion, especially around the grievance process. This is thought to have been due to 
a delay in the start of a public information campaign. However, during the latter part of phase 1 of CDCP, an 
independent agency, the International Organization for Migration (IOM), was closely involved at the field level 
in providing information to the public on the various programmes and services available for flood victims. With 
the technical support of NADRA, they prepared a set of answers to ‘Frequently asked Questions’ concerning 
Watan cards, registration, payment and grievance procedures. These were translated into seven languages, 
broadcast on radio, and shared with local agencies working in the field such as local rural support programmes 
and community organisations. Communications for CDCP phase 2 are being further supported through 
specialised technical assistance to NADRA, developing and providing appropriate communication materials 
for each stakeholder while also encouraging innovative and locally appropriate interventions to share the 
messages and reach the beneficiary population.

3. Enhancing coordination across electronic systems 

In the first phase of the response, it took months to identify beneficiaries due to missing or duplicative figures 
which needed to be checked. Some flood-affected families were missed off the beneficiary list and the 
evaluation of phase 1 highlights this as an administrative error with some addresses not being in the database. 
These issues were thought to have been caused by the district-level databases using different electronic 
systems than those used by NADRA. Plans are now underway to standardise the electronic systems at the 
national and district levels as well as improve the speed of these systems in general, towards reducing the time 
needed to identify beneficiaries to days not months. The NDMA has stressed that it is working towards a future 
where a large number of beneficiaries can be identified and assisted in an ever-decreasing amount of time. 
Towards this goal, the government is continuing to investigate technological options to improve the speed 
and efficiency of future CTP in emergencies – this is part of the action plan.91

4. Formal contracts with the private sector actors

Banks had to work outside of their comfort zone, deploying cash-disbursement stations outside of their 
branches next to card registration points. This collaboration was thought by some to be difficult at times. 
For the second phase of the programme, formal contracts were drawn up between participating commercial 
banks and the government, and the bank’s signature was made a condition of disbursement. This was thought 
to be necessary to enhance efficient collaboration between the private and public actors.

 

91 Harvey et al. (2012)
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ANNEX 4: THE US’S USE OF CASH IN DISASTER RESPONSE

Introduction
The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (hereafter ‘the Act’) is a federal law that 
serves as the statutory framework for a presidential declaration of a major disaster and the subsequent 
deployment of federal disaster mitigation, relief and recovery resources. Financed by funds appropriated to 
the Disaster Relief Fund and administered by the Department of Homeland Security,92 the resources made 
available under the Act enable the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to perform its duty as 
the primary agency for disaster response. In addition to the dispersal of federal resources to state, local and 
tribal governments and certain non-profit organisations,93 the Act allows for the discretionary94 provision of 
cash grants to individuals and households under two principal mechanisms: the Individual and Households 
Programme (IHP) and Other Needs Assistance (ONA). 

IHP and ONA have been major tools in FEMA’s disaster response efforts since the establishment of the Act and 
eligible individuals can apply for individual assistance immediately upon presidential declaration of a state of 
disaster. IHP and ONA are in general designed to provide emergency financial assistance to individuals and 
households whose essential needs cannot be met by alternative means.95 While each consists of a number 
of permanent mechanisms, temporary cash assistance mechanisms, such as Expedited Assistance, have also 
been instituted under IHP and ONA when deemed necessary. Under current legislation individual assistance 
is available for temporary housing, home repairs or replacement, personal property repair or replacement, 
unemployment assistance, medical and dental care, legal aid, funeral expenses, moving and storage costs and 
other related needs such as electricity generators and flood insurance. As of the most recent amendments 
to the Act in April 2013, affected individuals could receive support for a variety of disaster recovery- and 
relief-related needs totalling no more than US$31,900 over a period of up to 18 months since the date of the 
presidential declaration of disaster.96 In addition, the Act empowers state governments to request Disaster 
Relief Funds in order to provide financial assistance to individuals and households.97 

Lessons learned from the practical application of individual assistance in major US disasters has shaped 
the legislative framework underpinning the government’s individual assistance and subsequently, the 
nature of funds deployed in the event of a disaster. This case study is specifically concerned with the ways 
in which Hurricanes Katrina/Rita and Hurricane Sandy have stimulated improvement and expansion in the 
US government’s individual assistance programming. To emphasise the US government’s commitment to 
individual assistance in disaster response, the study will additionally showcase US government efforts to 
improve both the justice and efficiency of cash assistance targeting and validation processes.

Hurricanes Katrina and Rita
In the wake of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in the autumn of 2005, FEMA was faced with providing direct 
assistance to an unprecedented number of disaster-affected individuals. Among its early responses was to 
institute the Expedited Assistance programme (EA) under the IHP provisions set out by the Act. EA represented 

92  Should additional funds be required to meet assistance requests, the Stafford Act empowers Congress to consider supplemental appropriations to the 
Disaster Relief Fund.

93  Eligible non-profit organisations provide essential services to the general public and include, for instance: medical care, education, water, sewer and 
electrical systems and homeless shelters.

94  Assistance may only be provided under IHP when deemed appropriate by the president.
95  Stafford Act, Section 408, A.1.
96  Department for Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency, ‘Notice of Maxium Amount of Assistance Under the Individuals and House-

holds Programme’, 77 Federal Register, pp. 61425-61426, 9 October 2012. It should be noted that the Stafford Act allows for the extension of the individual 
assistance eligibility period if the president determines that, due to extraordinary circumstances, an extension would be in the public interest.

97 Stafford Act, Section 408. F.1.a.
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a one-off direct payment of US$2,000 provided in the form of a cheque or, in the case of those sheltering 
in the Superdome stadium post-Katrina, a pre-loaded debit card as part of a pilot programme. In order to 
access EA, individuals were required to register with FEMA over the phone or online, providing, among other 
information, details evidencing their eligibility for individual assistance. Several months after both disasters, 
in mid-December 2005, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) reported that FEMA had issued US$2.3 
billion in EA payments.98 Further cash assistance from individual assistance programming became accessible to 
registered individuals upon the provision of certain evidence of continued disaster-related need. In its report 
to Congress in early October 2006, FEMA reported that in response to both Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, it had 
issued a total of US$7.6 billion in IHP payments.

In addition to direct cash assistance to individuals, the government enacted several measures to provide 
indirect cash assistance in support of essential individual need under ONA. One such example is the enactment 
of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF); an expired social welfare programme initially designed 
to provide block grants to states to help them deliver cash welfare benefits for families with children. Given 
the flexibility permitted to states to provide emergency cash under TANF, the difficulty of providing services 
to displaced persons following Katrina and Rita motivated the federal government to temporarily reactivate 
the TANF mechanism.99 Not only were additional funds for TANF made available expressly for this purpose, 
certain TANF programme requirements were waived for those states declared as affected by Katrina and 
Rita,100 assistance for affected individuals was expanded to include those not originally listed on TANF eligibility 
rolls,101 and TANF’s overall utility as a disaster-response tool was strengthened by the signing into law of the 
Emergency Healthcare Relief Act of 2005.102 

Despite this programming, Hurricanes Katrina and Rita exposed well-publicised and substantial systematic 
weaknesses in the government’s national disaster-response coordination.103 In the case of EA, FEMA’s efforts to 
establish the grants were frequently overshadowed by problems encountered by individuals in their attempts to 
both register for and receive cash assistance. For instance, having established Disaster Recovery Centres, FEMA 
failed to structure them to process registrations and payments. Nor were these centres enabled to assist affected 
individuals to continue to receive social benefits which they had ordinarily received pre-disaster. This was a 
significant oversight given many affected areas were without power or telephone services. Moreover, FEMA failed 
to determine the capacity of call centres to handle increased volumes. In its ‘Lessons Learned’ report, the White 
House described the delivery of services such as EA as ‘not sufficiently responsive to the circumstances of a large 
number of victims’, leaving them to navigate bureaucratic and frustrating processes in a time of extreme duress.104 

Furthermore, in its testimony to the Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs in 2007, 
the GAO reported significant control weaknesses in FEMA’s administration of IHP which left the federal 
government vulnerable to significant fraud, waste and abuse. FEMA acknowledged control breakdowns and 
stated that these were not preventable given the scale of the disasters, the number of exception reports 
generated by the system, a shortage of management personnel and the need to turn off some controls to 
enable a more rapid payment response. As a result, GAO reported that inadequate controls resulted in an 
estimated US$1bn of potentially improper and/or fraudulent IHP payments.105 For instance, GAO highlighted 
that while FEMA’s automated system identified potentially fraudulent payments, the manual process used to 

98  GAO, Expedited Assistance for Victims of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita: FEMA’s Control Weaknesses Exposed the Government to Significant Fraud and Abuse, 
Government Accountability Office Report to Congressional Committees, June 2006.

99  Falk, G., Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF): Its Role in Response to the Effects of Hurricane Katrina, Congressional Research Service Report for 
Congress, 7 October 2005

100 P.L.109-68
101 H.R. 3971
102 S.1716, Title II
103 For more on this, see: The White House, The Federal Response to Hurricane Katrina: Lessons Learned, February 2006
104 The White House, The Federal Response to Hurricane Katrina: Lessons Learned, p. 59
105  GAO, Hurricanes Katrina and Rita Disaster Relief: Continued Findings of Fraud, Waste and Abuse. Report to the Committee on Homeland Security and 

Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate, 15 March 2007
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review such applications did not prevent EA and other IHP payments from being issued. Moreover, having 
identified fraudulent or misused IHP payments of around US$290 million, FEMA had only been able to recoup 
US$7 million of this amount as of around one year after Katrina made landfall.

Katrina and Rita served as catalysts for the US to rethink its vulnerability and, following difficulties like those 
described above, led to the expansion of federal assistance authorities, several of which related specifically 
to the government’s coordination of individual assistance programmes. In response to the waste and abuse 
of federal resources, FEMA established a 100 per cent inspection policy which authorises IHP payments only 
when an inspector meets with an IHP registrant, inspects the relevant property, validates their supporting 
documentation and provides a report to FEMA.106 The independent contractors that conduct disaster-related 
inspections on behalf of FEMA107 are now also contractually required to validate more registrant data than 
in 2005, and contractors must now conduct reviews to determine the validity of each registrant’s claimed 
address. Combined with the 100 per cent inspection process, these improved upfront validation systems have 
enabled FEMA to make significant improvements in its identification and payment to registrations based on 
duplicate or invalid data.108 

The Post-Katrina Emergency Reform Act of 2006109 further sought to address several of the coordination and 
administration issues that plagued the effective delivery of post-Katrina/Rita individual assistance. The Post-
Katrina Reform Act authorised the president to accelerate the provision of EA as a precautionary measure upon 
his/her declaration of disaster under the Stafford Act. Other legislative amendments which expand the utility 
of the government’s individual assistance include: 

• The elimination of the cap on the level of individual assistance paid for home repair and replacement (however 
the overall cap on payments to an individual or household remains).

• The addition of newly eligible housing assistance costs including utilities and security deposits.

• The addition of two new population classes to the discrimination provisions of the Stafford Act - disabled 
persons and those with limited English proficiency. The Director of FEMA must ensure that information relating 
to individual assistance is made available to such groups before, during and after a disaster.

• Provisions to ensure that when a disaster occurs disabled victims can still be considered eligible for housing 
assistance if they are able to access their homes. The previous provision read that their homes must be ‘rendered 
uninhabitable’.

• The allowance of IHP payments to and accommodation for those with disabilities, including the provision of 
medical assistance as required.

Hurricane Sandy

Given its size, strength and location of impact, Hurricane Sandy rivalled the damages caused by the summer 
storms of 2005. By February 2013, a total of US$1.2 billion in IHP payments had been issued to help survivors 
address their critical needs. As with every US disaster, Members of Congress held a series of hearings that, 
among other issues, sought to assess the state and efficacy of legislation pertaining to the federal government’s 
disaster response and recovery. General concern was raised that the post-Sandy recovery might suffer the 
delays and bureaucratic burdens that inhibited recovery post-Katrina. As a result, Congress passed the Sandy 
Recovery Improvement Act of 2013, which, in general, further amends the Stafford Act to improve the efficiency 
and quality of disaster-recovery measures, including the federal administration of individual assistance.

106  Department of Homeland Security, Office of Inspector General, Improvements to Internal Controls for FEMA’s IHP Registration Process (Redacted), OIG-09-
110, September 2009

107  Independent contractors manage several aspects of the inspection process, including the sub-contracting of physical inspections.
108  Department of Homeland Security, Office of Inspector General, Improvements to Internal Controls for FEMA’s IHP Registration Process (Redacted), OIG-09-

110, September 2009
109  P.L. 109-295
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The devastating impact of Sandy led to the most significant amendments to the Stafford Act in decades. 
The Sandy Recovery Improvement Act (The Sandy Act) of January 2013 amends several of FEMA’s existing 
authorities relating to individual assistance, and intends to expand both the efficacy and potential of the 
IHP and ONA programmes. Perhaps the most critical relates to the factors FEMA considers when deciding 
to provide individual assistance during disasters and how these factors are interpreted. Within one year of 
its enactment (January 2014), the Sandy Act requires FEMA to conduct a review of the factors it considers 
when deciding to provide individual assistance. In addition to the impact of Hurricane Sandy, the argument 
for such a review stems from the fact that individual assistance factors have not been amended since they first 
appeared in regulation in 1999, and individual assistance remains one of the federal government’s primary 
disaster-response mechanisms. At present, no weight is assigned to any of the factors used in defining the 
nature and scale of FEMA’s individual assistance response, and there are calls for issues such as the widespread 
loss of power and services to represent a more important component in the decision-making process, given 
the frustrations these issues may exacerbate in the event of a disaster.

Since Hurricane Katrina, increasing consideration has been given to the impact of disaster situations on children. 
The Sandy Act takes concrete steps to address some of these concerns by expanding individual assistance to 
families under ONA in its newly eligible child care assistance mechanism. Given many providers of child care 
services are private sector entities which fill gaps in the federal provision of public services, the Sandy Act now 
includes ‘child care’ in the list of ONA eligible expenses.110 Further indirect cash assistance was supplied by the 
making permanent of pilot housing programmes trialled in the post-Katrina response. The Sandy Act now 
empowers FEMA to refurbish housing units to expand its options for temporary housing, a process that could 
very well contribute to the local economy.

The government’s post-Sandy individual assistance response has also been supplemented by noteworthy use 
of technology. Having authorised funds to increase rental assistance to account for the high rental costs in the 
New York area, FEMA used the results of geospatial analysis by its Modelling Task Force (MOTF) to aid more 
rapid provision of individual assistance to those who could not access their homes. Analysing information 
from a number of data sources in the days after Sandy’s landfall,111 the MOTF developed a list of communities 
that housing inspectors would be unlikely to access for days, even weeks. Households in locations that MOTF 
models showed to be inaccessible automatically qualified for two months of rental assistance at the increased 
rate. This non-traditional approach to meeting survivor needs contributed to 44,000 households receiving 
expedited rental assistance from federal authorities.

 

 

110  Whereas disaster related needs are provided for 100% by the federal government, ONA assistance is provided on a 75% federal 25% state basis. 
Stafford Act, Section 408, A.2.

111  These data sources included: high watermark sensors, inundation levels, imagery data from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and 
road closure information from states’ Departments of Transportation.
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INTRODUCTION

The project
Since the 2004 Indian Ocean Tsunami there has been a progressive trend within the humanitarian sector at large 
to use cash transfers as a programme modality both in response to, and recovery from, conflict and disaster 
contexts. This research project, undertaken by the Humanitarian Futures Programme (HFP) in conjunction 
with the Cash Learning Partnership (CaLP), builds on this momentum. Based on various understandings of 
the changing humanitarian operating environment, it presents an analysis of what CTP might look like in the 
future (2025), and assesses the extent to which CTP and the actors involved are ‘fit’ for developments in the 
sector. The project’s findings and assumptions are designed to serve as the basis for the development of a 
forward-looking action agenda, conceived under CaLP’s leadership and with support from a group of relevant 
experts formed to advise the project.

The first phase of the research delivered an analysis of the transformative factors likely to affect humanitarian 
action in the future and the potential trends in CTP. These factors were subsequently discussed in a Trends 
Analysis Meeting,112 and included: the institutionalisation of cash; new actors, relationships and partnerships; 
the increasing uptake and role of national governments; and advances in innovation and technology. The 
project’s second phase examined implications of these trends for the future of CTP. It focused on four themes in 
particular which, following consultation with CTP actors and examination of existing research, were identified 
as critical topics for the future of CTP. These critical themes included: the potential links between social 
protection mechanisms and emergency response; the future of financing CTP; the use of CTP by governments 
responding to national emergencies; and coordination systems and CTP. The latter is the subject of this report. 
A final, overarching report synthesises the findings from phase 1 and the four thematic elements of phase 2, 
offering an emerging picture of CTP in a rapidly changing humanitarian landscape.

This report
Coordination113 is a critical issue that has received insufficient attention in research and analysis on CTP. 
This research aims to build on previous work supported by CaLP to examine the particular obstacles and 
opportunities that cash transfers pose for coordination, including those related to the cluster system, strategic 
coordination, working with governments and the private sector, as well as potential new approaches to 
coordination. It considers how weaknesses of humanitarian coordination pose obstacles to using CTP, now 
and in the future. The following four questions related to cash transfers and coordination are explored:

1. What coordination challenges and opportunities does CTP pose? 

2.  What weaknesses of humanitarian coordination pose an obstacle to using cash transfers to the extent to 
which they are appropriate? 

3. How will these challenges and opportunities change in the future? 

4. What actions are needed to prepare for future obstacles and take advantage of future opportunities? 

The research is based on a review of literature (research on CTP, coordination, leadership and the humanitarian 
system) and a limited number of interviews with individuals from think tanks, donors and aid agencies 
(see Annex 2 of this report). The desk-based nature of the study and the limited time available are both 
limitations. The examples provided are biased towards the humanitarian responses for which information and 

112  See Trends Analysis Meeting report: http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-2014/-fit-for-the-future- 
113  ‘Coordination’ is broadly defined as the ways in which actors (e.g. NGOs, UN agencies, governments, private sector) work together to achieve common 

humanitarian aims, for example through communication, collaboration and cooperation. This includes but is not limited to the mechanisms through 
which humanitarian aid is coordinated.

http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-2014/-fit-for-the-future-
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documentation were available. CTP and coordination are evolving. For this reason the paper focuses on over-
arching opportunities and challenges and how these might change in the future; ‘current’ challenges identified 
at the time of writing perhaps inevitably will change. The purpose of the paper is to raise and explore key 
questions rather than provide definitive answers on this complex subject; recommending how CTP should be 
integrated within international coordination systems is beyond its scope. 

Part 1 looks at the context of coordination and CTP. Part 2 assesses general weaknesses of coordination in the 
humanitarian system as well as particular current challenges to the coordination of CTP. Part 3 describes how 
certain existing obstacles will be resolved, others will remain prominent or compound, and new challenges will 
emerge in the coordination of CTP in the years leading to 2025. Part 4 highlights a number of opportunities 
relating to coordination and CTP, as noted by the interviewees. Finally, Part 5, on looking forward, identifies the 
priority actions that various actors need to take in order to address the main obstacles and take advantage of 
the opportunities outlined in the report. 

PART 1: CONTEXT ANALYSIS 
Cash transfers114 cross the boundaries by which aid is organised. They are used to meet needs that span both 
different sectors and humanitarian and development divides. Governments, international non-governmental 
organisations (INGOs), national NGOs, UN agencies and even non-state armed actors distribute cash as a form 
of relief, and CTP has attracted businesses new to humanitarian aid, such as mobile phone companies. Given 
the flexibility of cash transfers and the growing range of actors providing them (often for different purposes), 
CTP poses unique issues for how aid actors work together and coordinate. Generic weaknesses of humanitarian 
coordination also pose obstacles to undertaking CTP to the extent to which it is appropriate. For these reasons, 
coordination is a central question to the future of CTP.

Preparing for the future requires an understanding of past and current challenges. Initial debate on CTP 
focused on establishing that cash transfers could be appropriate. Pilot interventions using cash did not pose 
problems for coordination because they were few in number and small in size. Little thought was given to 
what future increases in CTP would mean for coordination, until responses in Pakistan, Haiti and Somalia 
highlighted this issue because more actors were using cash to reach greater numbers of beneficiaries. In 2011, 
coordination began receiving more attention in research and discussion on CTP.115 Analysis to date has focused 
on how programmes using cash transfers can be coordinated more effectively and strategically within existing 
systems.116 

Future coordination challenges and opportunities will be influenced by the changing landscape of humanitarian 
action. In the next decade, the dominant Western focus of the humanitarian sector will be increasingly 
challenged by non-Western governments, regional organisations and national civil society organisations. Cash 
transfer responses will increase as their acceptance grows and even more actors will become involved. To be ‘fit 
for the future’, actors engaged in CTP need to be ready for future coordination challenges and take advantage 
of new opportunities.

The first part of this project saw the analysis of changes in the humanitarian landscape that will influence the 
future of CTP. Of the trends identified, the most relevant for CTP and coordination are:

114  The terms ‘cash transfers’ and ‘CTP’ often refer to both cash and vouchers. However, this paper only focuses on cash transfers (i.e. money); where vouchers 
are discussed this is clearly indicated. 

115  Austin and Frize, 2011; CaLP, 2012; Kauffmann and Collins, 2012; Save the Children UK, 2012
116  Austin and Frize, 2011; CaLP, 2012; Kauffmann and Collins, 2012
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• Increases in the amount of CTP and scale at which it is undertaken.

• The use of CTP in different sectors and as a cross-sectoral tool.

• Expanding range of actors involved in CTP, including in the private sector.

•  Stronger role of national governments in disaster responses and increased use of cash transfers by governments 
in domestic responses.

• Greater attention to addressing risk, such as through resilience, disaster prevention and social protection.

These trends will influence which actors will be involved in CTP in the future and the ways in which they can 
work together to use cash transfers appropriately, effectively and efficiently. They will also bring some new 
challenges and opportunities, which will be discussed later in the paper. 

PART 2: ANALYSIS OF CURRENT OBSTACLES

General weaknesses of coordination in the humanitarian system 
Existing weaknesses of humanitarian coordination pose obstacles to undertaking CTP where it is appropriate. 
The humanitarian system is a group of diverse actors that operate relatively autonomously. In ALNAP’s State 
of the System reports, which analyse progress and performance of the humanitarian system, coordination was 
cited as a key challenge.117 

Perhaps the most striking obstacle for CTP is the lack of collaboration across sectors and amongst aid agencies 
with different mandates and missions. The greatest advantage of cash is that it can be used to meet a variety of 
needs that span different sectors. However, UN aid agencies in particular provide cash transfers independently 
of one another for separate purposes, when there is obvious potential to increase efficiency by collaborating 
and providing a single cash transfer for multiple basic needs. 

Similarly, sector-based coordination through the cluster system hinders efforts to coordinate cash transfer 
responses across different sectors. The cluster approach was created as part of humanitarian reform efforts 
in 2005, and while it has improved coordination within sectors, evaluations of the cluster system have found 
significant weaknesses in inter-cluster coordination.118 Clusters have also fallen short in providing platforms 
for timely and informed discussions on the appropriateness of taking forward cash transfer responses (see 
Somalia example below). 

Leadership and strategic coordination are necessary to overcome these ‘silos’ and bring together different 
humanitarian actors around common types of transfers in the future. Both are weak points in humanitarian 
response.119 Cash transfers deviate from dominant models of charity and humanitarian assistance, and are 
perceived to bring greater risks than in-kind assistance, despite the lack of evidence to support this claim. Thus 
the need for strategic coordination of CTP is great, and yet it is largely absent.120 The response to the 2011 food 
crisis and famine in Somalia epitomised this weakness; food aid could not be provided in areas controlled by 
Al Shabaab and market experts cautiously promoted an alternative response through cash and vouchers.121 

However, until the famine declaration, the international humanitarian community was paralysed when it came 
to taking CTP forward:

117  Harvey et al., 2010; Taylor et al., 2012
118  Steets et al., 2010; Harvey et al., 2010; Stoddard et al, 2007
119  Taylor et al.., 2012; Buchanan-Smith, 2012; Harvey et al., 2010
120  Austin and Frize, 2011; Kauffmann and Collins, 2012
121  Hedlund et al., 2013
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With regards to connectedness, coherence and therefore coordination, in 2011 the Humanitarian 
Country Team failed to provide the strategic leadership required to find a timely solution to the 
impending crisis. The Somalia cluster approach failed to generate sufficient interest or space for 
an informed discussion on cash transfers as a modality, until the famine declaration in July 2011 
forced the issue, principally because it lacked a cash ‘champion’ within the UN system. Instead 
separate mechanisms evolved within the NGO community... to promote and eventually implement 
unconditional cash transfers as a viable response option in Al Shabaab-controlled areas.122

The fact that cash requires ‘champions’ in the first place is problematic for future responses, as this indicates 
that the appropriateness of CTP can be easily contested, or that evidence alone is insufficient for some major 
aid agencies to use it at a similar scale to in-kind responses. This challenge is linked to broader gaps in response 
analysis – the analytical process by which objectives and modalities of programme response options are 
determined.123 International humanitarian actors tend to make decisions on how they will respond to a crisis 
independent of one another, and the mission or mandate of an organisation is very influential when selecting 
programming.124 The tendency of aid agencies to adopt responses for which they have the most capacity 
will hold back CTP in the near future, as cash remains a relatively new programming tool compared to well-
established in-kind modalities.

Donors have and could exert pressure on aid agencies to deliver cash transfers where they are appropriate. 
While a few individual donors have exerted pressure, donors are not coordinating amongst themselves to 
leverage their influence. There are limited platforms for donors to come together and develop a harmonised 
position, and many donors see CTP as a technical rather than strategic issue. Again, while lack of donor 
coordination is not caused by cash transfers, it will continue to result in missed opportunities for CTP. 

International humanitarian organisations and coordination systems are often not sufficiently respectful of 
the host governments’ primary role in responding to emergencies.125 This weakness challenges engagement 
between aid agencies and governments on CTP, and aid agencies in general are not adequately coordinating 
with host governments when they undertake cash-based responses. Anecdotal evidence suggests that host 
governments are less willing to let aid agencies ‘do their own thing’ when it comes to handing out cash compared 
to other forms of assistance, especially if cash grants are at odds with government approaches to humanitarian 
assistance and poverty reduction. For example, in Lebanon in 2013, some aid agencies provided cash to Syrian 
refugees, which was not aligned to the government’s development approach of opting for subsidies rather 
than cash. As a result of the lack of strategic engagement between aid agencies and the government, certain 
cash transfer programmes were suspended by the government while a compromise was reached. 

International humanitarian coordination mechanisms also tend to leave out national civil society actors; the 
response to the 2010 earthquake in Haiti was an extreme example of this failing. Learning and advocacy around 
CTP has followed a similar model of exclusivity, involving large INGOs, Western donors and UN agencies, with 
the majority of resources on CTP only available in English. Even resources available in other languages, such as 
the Humanitarian Practice Network (HPN) Good Practice Review on Cash Transfer Programming in Emergencies, 
are based on the experiences and priorities of Western humanitarian actors, and do not have readily available 
avenues for reaching aid actors not already involved in networks such as HPN, ALNAP and CaLP. 

122 Hedlund et al., 2013, pp 10
123 Maxwell and Stobaugh, 2012
124  Ibid.
125 Steets et al., 2010; Harvey et al., 2010; Harvey, 2009 Stoddard et al., 2007
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Current challenges to the coordination of CTP
While more and more humanitarian actors are using cash to meet a variety of different objectives, no strategic 
decisions have been taken on where CTP fits within existing coordination mechanisms (e.g. clusters, Inter-
Agency Standing Committee, and Humanitarian Country Teams). This makes it virtually impossible to prepare 
for the future coordination of programmes using cash transfers ahead of crises. Rather, coordination groups 
dedicated to CTP have been established by CaLP, clusters and NGOs in an ad hoc manner.126 Much progress 
has been made on technical coordination amongst aid agencies engaged in CTP in contexts like Haiti, Somalia 
and Niger, but cash coordination groups have been weakly linked to established coordination mechanisms, 
and particularly to those involved in strategic decision-making. These groups have encouraged coordination 
around ‘tools’ (i.e. cash transfers, vouchers) rather than broader humanitarian objectives.127 The current 
coordination challenges posed by CTP are summarised in Table 1. 

TABLE 1: CASH COORDINATION CHALLENGES

126 CaLP, 2012; Kauffmann and Collins, 2012
127 Ibid.

Type of coordination Sample of coordination tasks Progress and challenges

Technical 
coordination

Harmonising payment rates and 
transfer values amongst different actors 
both within clusters and across clusters 
(inter-cluster)
Providing cash grant to cover multiple 
objectives as opposed to multiple, 
separate grants (one for shelter, one for 
food,
Using common distribution 
mechanisms
Joint monitoring

Coordination is ad hoc and cases of 
duplication (i.e. multiple cash working 
groups)
Some cash working/coordination 
groups established by CaLP, clusters and 
NGOS have held technical coordination 
meetings; groups often have weak links 
to cluster system; poor to non-existent 
inter-cluster coordination
Lack of genuine coordination in 
particular crises due to competition 
between agencies (e.g. Somalia)

Strategic coordination 
and leadership –
country level

Joint assessment of needs, including 
necessary information to make 
informed decisions on CTP (e.g. 
markets)
Analysis and decision-making on 
appropriate types of responses 
(including appropriateness of CTP)
Having an overall picture of responses 
using cash transfers and how these 
relate to other responses
Deciding who will be the lead agency in 
taking forward cash-based responses in 
particular crises
Ensuring complementarity between 
cash transfers and other modalities
Advocacy with host governments

Significant weaknesses and very little 
country-level strategic coordination 
(Somalia 2011 famine response 
example of delays in decision-making 
and lack of leadership)
Very limited coordination and 
collaboration among UN agencies using 
cash for different sectors and purposes
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Type of coordination Sample of coordination tasks Progress and challenges

Strategic coordination 
and leadership –
global level

Global advocacy and analysis on cash 
transfers
Deciding who will be the lead agency 
in taking forward cash-based responses 
globally, particularly within the UN
Bringing together aid agencies around 
common approaches

No formal decisions or other 
actions yet taken to determine 
where CTP operationally fits within 
system coordination (should it be 
predominantly in IASC, inter-cluster 
coordination, food security cluster, etc.) 
OCHA has promoted some global CTP 
policy discussions (e.g. at ECOSOC, 
IASC)

Coordination tools 
and services

Ensuring global and field-level tools and 
coordination services are ‘cash ready’ 
(e.g. contingency planning guidelines 
and preparedness policies, information 
management, needs assessment, 
Consolidated Appeals Processes, 
humanitarian financing, training of 
Resident Coordinators / Humanitarian 
Coordinators)

Although OCHA is starting to look at 
some of its tools and services (e.g. CTP 
guidance in new programme cycle 
guidelines, discussions on updating 
contingency plans) most have yet to 
be assessed or formally adjusted to 
support/accommodate CTP at scale

Government Government involvement in decisions 
to undertake CTP
Aligning programming with 
government policies
Government leadership in coordinating 
CTP

Aid agencies not adequately engaging 
with governments, in some cases 
leading to governments blocking/
suspending CTP

Private sector Engagement between aid agencies 
and private sector delivery agents 
(e.g. banks, mobile phone companies, 
financial service providers)
Utilising existing delivery platforms
Working with local traders

Increased partnerships/contracts 
between aid agencies and businesses 
involved in transferring money
Ad-hoc efforts underway to improve 
humanitarian and private sector 
engagement through standards and 
research
Lack of private sector involvement in 
preparedness

Learning Sharing lessons on interventions using 
cash transfers, creating guidelines and 
standards

Research, evidence and evaluations 
undertaken and disseminated through 
platforms like CaLP, ALNAP and HPN
Lack of government and national 
organisation involvement

TABLE 1: CASH COORDINATION CHALLENGES (continued)
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PART 3: POTENTIAL FUTURE CHALLENGES
In light of the future trends outlined in Part 1, in the next decade it is likely that certain existing obstacles will be 
resolved, others will remain prominent or compound and new challenges will also emerge. General progress 
in CTP, coordination systems and the broader humanitarian system will affect progress in resolving obstacles. 

Technical coordination and integration of CTP within international humanitarian 
coordination mechanisms 
It is only a matter of time before actions are taken to integrate CTP within existing international humanitarian 
coordination mechanisms. The coordination model might involve an inter-cluster approach, ‘housing’ it in 
the Food Security Cluster or another cluster (while encouraging its use in other sectors and as a multi-sector 
response), a stronger role for OCHA and inter-cluster coordination or a combination of these approaches. None 
of these models would negate the potential for forums for learning and technical exchanges, such as working 
groups and web platforms. While it is perhaps inevitable that progress will be made, major humanitarian 
coordination actors thus far have failed to adequately take this issue on board. As the amount of CTP and the 
scale at which it is undertaken increase, this gap will become an even more serious challenge. Thus far it has 
been filled mainly by actors involved in CTP (e.g. CaLP, operational aid agencies) rather than those involved in 
coordination like the IASC, cluster system and Humanitarian Country Teams. 

Strategic coordination and leadership
Efforts are underway to improve leadership through support to Resident Coordinators and Humanitarian 
Coordinators (RC/HCs) through the Transformative Agenda128 and other initiatives. The importance of 
including cash amongst response options, based on analysis of the context and of the problems facing people 
affected by crisis, should be on the agenda. An overview of the obstacles and opportunities for inter-agency 
collaboration on CTP should also be included. At the same time, it is overly optimistic to assume that RC/HCs 
will be in a position to challenge any inclinations by aid agencies to favour in-kind assistance or vouchers 
when cash might be more appropriate. On the contrary, if current tendencies of risk aversion amongst senior 
humanitarian leaders and managers continue, this too will hamper CTP, particularly at scale. The Transformative 
Agenda is seeking to improve coordination and leadership but is focused on modifying existing systems rather 
than radical changes. 

Weaknesses in donor coordination will continue given the lack of incentives to coordinate, and there are no 
obvious solutions. Good Humanitarian Donorship is a potential avenue for addressing cash transfer issues 
amongst donors, but it is currently focused on determining its future relevance, and the list of issues requiring 
attention and coordination from donors is long. 

Coordinating across sectors and using CTP as a multi-sector tool
Obstacles related to multi-sector responses and ‘silos’ will persist because agencies have incentives to protect 
their operational space and define programming based on their missions and mandates. CTP has predominantly 
taken place in the food security sector and increasingly will be used in other sectors. This is positive, in that 
cash transfers will be more consistently considered to meet a wider range of objectives. However, there will 
be a tendency, amongst UN agencies and clusters in particular, to promote cash-based responses within 
individual sectors rather than as multi-sector responses involving stronger coordination and collaboration. 
For some aid agencies this will take the form of choosing to provide vouchers (e.g. for food, non-food items, 
seeds, shelter) over cash. Vouchers may be the most appropriate intervention owing to market capacity or 

128  In 2011, the IASC launched the Transformative Agenda to improve the way in which the international humanitarian system responds to a crisis. It 
focuses on improving the timeliness and effectiveness of collective response through better leadership, improved coordination structures and greater 
accountability to affected populations. http://www.humanitarianinfo.org/iasc/
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other contextual factors, but providing vouchers solely to direct spending within a specific sector undermines 
the greatest advantage of cash-based responses – their flexibility. Where cash transfers are used by multiple 
agencies, donors will raise questions about why they are funding several aid agencies to provide cash for 
different purposes. This will result either in more collaboration amongst aid agencies, ‘turf battles’ to attract 
donor funding for CTP by establishing a comparative advantage, or both.

Government-led responses and coordination with host governments 
The role of national governments in cash transfer responses will only grow in importance as they increasingly 
take charge of humanitarian responses and assert their sovereignty in relation to international disaster 
relief.129 Numerous governments have already provided cash transfers to respond domestically to disasters, 
including Pakistan, China, Sri Lanka and the US. As more governments become familiar with cash transfers 
through social protection schemes and the experiences of other governments, more will experiment with 
providing cash transfers in disaster responses. The increased provision of cash transfers through social safety 
nets, including in fragile and disaster-affected contexts, offers potential for greater integration of humanitarian 
response with longer-term safety net programmes (as discussed further in the next section). There is little 
documentation of government-led cash transfer interventions, and it is not clear whether cash transfers raise 
any exceptional coordination issues in national disaster responses. The same is true for the regional responses 
and the involvement of organisations like ASEAN. 

Continued and increased provision of cash transfers by governments as part of domestic disaster responses 
will create opportunities for international donors to fund governments directly to provide cash transfers, rather 
than going through international NGOs and UN agencies. This model was already used to a degree in Pakistan, 
where the World Bank, USAID, the government of Italy and DFID supported the second phase of the Citizen’s 
Damage Compensation Program (CDCP) in response to flooding in 2010 and 2011.130 

Providing CTP through governments circumvents shortcomings related to aid agency mandates and inter-
sector coordination because governments do not divide their assistance by sector in the same way. However, 
working through governments raises practical operational considerations and important questions about 
humanitarian principles, which are not unique to CTP and will not be explored here.131 Limitations are posed 
when disasters overwhelm national capacities, such as following the 2010 Haiti earthquake, limiting their ability 
to undertake major relief efforts. In addition, donors may be wary of corruption risks posed by working directly 
through governments and supporting governments in situations of conflict and fragility, which receive the 
bulk of humanitarian assistance. Overall, if cash responses are increasingly led by governments and supported 
by national civil society organisations, then the limited understanding of their approaches and attitudes to CTP 
is a noticeable blind spot.

As aid agencies begin to undertake larger-scale cash transfer responses, coordination between governments 
and aid agencies will become even more critical for cash transfer responses. Governments are going to be 
vigilant of aid agencies handing out large amounts of cash, and may try to leverage such interventions 
for their own purposes. In Pakistan, some aid agencies explored the possibility of ‘piggy-backing’ on the 
government’s cash transfer intervention, but were told that the government was the only actor that would 
deliver unconditional cash transfers in the country.132 

129 ALNAP, 2010
130 Government of Pakistan, 2012
131  Challenges related to principles are explored in the Fit for the Future case study on Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Programme and Kenya’s Hunger Safety 

Net Programme, specifically in relation to using government-led safety net programmes in humanitarian response (Slater and Bhuvanendra, 2013)
132  Based on communication with aid agency staff familiar with CTP in Pakistan. Aid agencies were able to do a certain amount of CTP to people not targeted 

by the government, but this example underscores the potential sensitivities of aid agency/government engagement on CTP.
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Increased involvement of private sector in CTP
CTP has led to new types of working relationships between aid agencies and banks, mobile phone companies, 
remittance agents and other private sector financial service providers. Aid agencies have always engaged with 
for-profit enterprises to deliver assistance, such as trucking companies to transport food aid. The engagement 
of businesses in cash transfer activities is different because they are using humanitarian endeavours to expand 
their services to new markets over the medium- and long-term and develop new products. For example, in 
response to the 2011 earthquake in Haiti, mobile phone companies such as Digicel and Voila accelerated their 
development of mobile money platforms and became more heavily involved in the humanitarian response 
because of CTP. Cash transfer programming has become a platform for corporate social responsibility 
engagement for global actors such as Visa, who worked with the Pakistan government to deliver cash transfers 
in response to disaster. 

Two factors will drive the increased involvement of businesses in CTP. The first is that aid agencies represent 
a potential source of profit. Second and independent of developments in CTP, financial service providers and 
mobile phone companies are seeking to expand their market reach, including to areas where disasters and 
crises occur. Despite these developments, efforts to promote strategic engagement between aid agencies 
and businesses engaged in CTP have been piecemeal. Businesses have different motivations, principles and 
ways of working than aid agencies, which might challenge the formation of partnerships and clear working 
relationships. Aid agencies are concerned that they will be less able to protect the personal data of recipients 
of cash grants if these are held by a third party private sector organisation; efforts are underway to create 
operational guidelines and a Code of Conduct on data management.133 Alongside these challenges are 
opportunities, which are discussed below. 

PART 4: POTENTIAL FUTURE OPPORTUNITIES 

Coordinating across sectors and using CTP as a multi-sector tool
It is inevitable that CTP will increase as experience and acceptance grows. This growth will encourage new 
types of working arrangements and partnerships to deliver cash transfers, as donors and others look for ways 
to provide cash transfers efficiently and across sectors. Rather than humanitarian aid agencies providing 
cash for food, cash for rent, etc., humanitarian actors could implement large-scale responses providing cash 
transfers to cover the basic needs of crisis-affected populations. If tracking purchases is a priority for donors 
and aid agencies, flexible vouchers, which could be used by recipients to purchase such a wide range of goods 
and services that they are similar to cash, could be provided.134 Transfers could be complemented with other 
forms of support that are needed, such as training, advocacy, protection and support to basic services, as 
humanitarian assistance is about more than giving things. Thus far, only governments have provided cash 
transfers for multiple basic needs at scale for disaster responses.135 Large cash transfer responses meeting basic 
needs could be achieved through:

133 Financing and CTP. Thematic report developed under this project. 
134  Expenditures made as a result of receiving cash transfers can also be tracked. However, with vouchers it is more straightforward to report on what goods 

and services were bought specifically with the voucher. Such tracking does not show how overall household expenditure patterns change owing to the 
marginal income received through the voucher, which would be more insightful for understanding impact and effectiveness. 

135  A possible exception is CTP in response to the 2011 Somalia famine, though the main objective was to ensure access to food. There are many potential 
explanations as to why CTP has not been used at scale by aid agencies – the limited number of aid agencies that provide assistance at a large scale (UN 
agencies), risk tolerance, tendencies to opt for in-kind approaches over CTP, capacity, and the natural pace of change in the humanitarian system. See 
Austin and Frize, 2011, for more discussion on scaling up CTP.
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• UN agencies collaborating on a cash-based response to meet needs that span their sectors (i.e. a ‘One UN’ cash 
transfer or voucher).

• One UN agency supporting a cash-based intervention designed to meet multiple needs (i.e. accepting that 
some of the marginal income will be used in ways that fall outside the traditional interpretation of their 
mandate).

• NGOs forming consortia, which occurred in response to the 2011 Somalia famine.

• Donors funding financial service providers, mobile operators or other businesses to deliver transfers.

• Donors funding disaster-affected governments to provide cash transfers in domestic disaster responses.

If donors choose to provide cash assistance through governments and businesses, there would remain potential 
roles for national and international humanitarian agencies, including technical support to assessment, response 
analysis, targeting and monitoring. Providing households with a sizeable cash transfer to meet multiple needs 
would eliminate many of the specific coordination issues raised about multiple actors providing transfers for 
different needs (e.g. inter-sector coordination). Otherwise coordination will always be about linking together 
smaller interventions in various sectors providing cash for narrow objectives.

Joint monitoring of responses
The trend towards undertaking cash transfer responses on a larger scale will provide opportunities for joint 
monitoring of multiple objectives and indicators spanning different sectors, rather than the current approach 
of monitoring individual cash transfer interventions and their efforts towards achieving a single objective. 
This approach to monitoring, which is in line with the Transformative Agenda, would encourage more holistic 
analysis on the impact of humanitarian aid and how it supports people’s own strategies as they deal with the 
negative impacts of crisis and disaster. 

Risk, social safety nets and humanitarian response
Donors and other aid actors are paying greater attention to addressing risk, through measures to address 
resilience, disaster prevention and social protection. The global increase in social safety nets providing cash 
transfers, including in contexts vulnerable to disaster, creates possibilities to use safety nets to complement or 
substitute for more traditional humanitarian responses. Examples include the Hunger Safety Net Programme 
(HSNP) in Kenya and the Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) in Ethiopia. In theory, safety nets could 
increase the amount of cash provided to recipients and bring in new people who have been affected by 
crisis and risk. Such approaches could help bridge the persistent divide between short-term humanitarian 
approaches and longer-term actions to reduce poverty and address risk. However, in examining the PSNP and 
HSNP, Slater and Bhuvanendra conclude that several factors impact the extent to which safety nets might be 
used to support humanitarian responses – including the type and location of shocks, the coverage of safety 
nets, and differences in the objectives and principles governing humanitarian response as compared to social 
protection (2013).136 The attention to risk also underscores the importance of including the potential for cash 
responses within disaster preparedness plans, including the financial services or other systems that could be 
used to deliver cash. 

136  See Scaling up existing social safety nets to provide humanitarian response: A case study of Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Programme and Kenya’s Hunger 
Safety Net Programme - A thematic report developed under this project, for more in-depth discussion on the opportunities and limitations of using safety 
nets in humanitarian response.
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Increased involvement of private sector financial service providers and other businesses
The importance of financial service providers and other businesses in CTP will increase in the future, offering 
interesting opportunities to reach populations efficiently and at scale. The potential for more frequent, larger-
scale natural disasters will result in an increased humanitarian caseload; bulk payment platforms like mobile 
money hold enormous potential to reach significant numbers of people with relative ease, if aid agencies and 
businesses can establish effective working arrangements.137 If humanitarian actors demonstrate that they are 
major market players, they can negotiate with providers to expand services to certain areas and modify their 
systems to provide relevant data for monitoring and accountability purposes. There is a risk that aid agencies 
will not take advantage of emerging services, opting to remain in their comfort zones, creating their own 
systems (e.g. electronic payment systems) rather than using existing services that might reach larger numbers 
of people efficiently and increase the access of populations to communication, mobile money and financial 
services over the longer term. Benefits will only be realised if aid agencies come together, as multiple agencies 
with multiple demands are unlikely to influence how private sector providers invest in their services. Efforts to 
increase the cost-efficiency of cash transfer responses through common distribution platforms are underway 
and will offer insights upon which to build. 

PART 5: LOOKING FORWARD
In the short term, there is an urgent need to address the basic question of where interventions using cash 
transfers fit with existing coordination mechanisms; adjust key coordination tools and services to ensure that 
they are ‘cash ready’; ensure that those in leadership and coordination positions are sufficiently knowledgeable 
of CTP to ensure that aid agencies are considering cash transfers to bring together multiple agencies using 
cash and to make appropriate linkages with non-cash responses; and support existing efforts to strengthen 
decision-making through improving leadership, response analysis and strategic coordination. The IASC 
and OCHA in particular need to step up and take actions on these fronts; while there has been recognition 
that CTP poses some important issues for coordination, and few operational changes have been made. The 
repercussions of these challenges may become much greater as cash is increasingly used at scale.

Given existing weaknesses of inter-sector coordination, it is crucial that current strengths around learning and 
technical coordination are not lost by pushing CTP into compartmentalised coordination systems. If existing 
systems cannot effectively handle and promote multi-sector responses and bring together multiple actors 
using the same tool, they should be changed irrespective of CTP, as this poses a serious obstacle to the quality 
and efficiency of humanitarian responses. The more CTP is used as a multi-sector tool, the less relevant sector-
based coordination models will become.

CTP offers the potential to reconsider models of humanitarian assistance and coordination. Aid agencies, 
donors and governments need to experiment with different models for providing cash transfers to meet basic 
needs, such as through consortia, direct funding to governments and businesses, and UN agency collaboration. 
Donors need to pressure aid agencies and UN agencies in particular to not provide vouchers solely to control 
spending within their sector, otherwise the future of CTP will be dominated by vouchers. Efforts to overcome 
aid agency tendencies towards in-kind assistance, vouchers and narrow objectives would benefit from, and 
indeed might require, independent advice on response analysis from senior experts targeted to humanitarian 
leaders and donors.

137  Mobile money refers to financial transactions conducted via mobile phones.
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Aid agencies need to be more strategic about using existing financing infrastructure and promoting the 
development of tailored delivery platforms through collective action. Whether the focus is global players such 
as Visa and MasterCard, or national mobile phone companies, aid agencies should give more attention and 
analysis to how various delivery platforms can be used to reach beneficiaries quickly at scale, and focus on 
promoting principled, effective and transparent working relationships. The motivations of mobile money and 
similar companies to expand their market reach and the corporate social responsibility initiatives of global 
companies both offer interesting opportunities, but the potential advantages will not be realised if aid agencies 
fail to leverage their influence and opt to create their own financial delivery systems rather than utilising and 
encouraging the development of local ones.

Learning should be promoted amongst governments and national actors. The gap between the dominant 
players of international humanitarian action and those leading national and regional responses is significant. 
There is a need for more dialogue on numerous issues, and cash transfers should be included amongst them. 
Efforts should be made to support ‘government-to-government’, learning and learning amongst national civil 
society organisations, rather than Western humanitarian actors presenting CTP approaches and guidelines as 
a fait accompli. 

In the future, the increased use of CTP might force a rethink of humanitarian response. Divisions between 
sectors, and coordination based on these divides, will become less ‘fit for purpose’ as CTP expands. If those that 
fund and implement humanitarian responses develop efficient models to reach large numbers of people with 
money, then aid agencies will not have the option to erect firewalls around narrow spheres of engagement. 
The potential for CTP to facilitate radical changes will become more apparent as it becomes a larger portion 
of assistance. However, there are powerful institutional incentives amongst humanitarian actors to define 
solutions in terms of their capacities and specialisations, and cash is not universally appropriate and thus 
could not fully replace in-kind aid and technical interventions. CTP may contribute to a metamorphosis of 
the humanitarian system, but changes should be driven by ambitions to provide appropriate assistance to 
populations in need, and not by the promotion of one tool over others.

Progress and growing experience in CTP will be important in addressing obstacles to coordination, and 
analysis on how issues will evolve in the future is an opportunity for humanitarian actors to be more strategic. 
At the same time, the focus on the future should not be an excuse for not resolving present obstacles, which 
will persist if dedicated actions are not taken. All of these issues require proactive and forward-looking actions 
rather than dealing with them as they arise. The biggest danger for CTP and coordination in the future is that 
aid actors might continue doing what they have always done, and coordinate weakly across silos rather than 
breaking them down, regardless of the opportunities offered by CTP to transform how humanitarians actors 
assist people affected by crisis and disaster.

Recommended actions 
• Establish where CTP fits within existing humanitarian coordination mechanisms and support its integration 

within existing systems and tools. The IASC in particular urgently needs to establish its position on this. If 
existing systems cannot effectively accommodate and promote multi-sector responses, they should be 
changed irrespective of CTP. OCHA needs to continue efforts to ensure that its coordination tools and services 
(related to preparedness, information management, financial tracking, Central Emergency Response Fund 
[CERF], needs assessments, Consolidated Appeals, etc.) can appropriately accommodate CTP. (IASC, OCHA)

• Continue efforts to strengthen humanitarian leadership. Trainings and technical support targeted to RC/HCs 
should include a module on CTP. This should not be limited to basic technical information on when CTP is 
appropriate. It must also address the political economy aspects of CTP, such as the incentives for UN agencies 
to opt for vouchers and narrow objectives for CTP, lack of common donor positions, challenges of risk aversion, 
the need for multi-sector coordination and the potential for CTP to meet needs spanning different sectors. 
(IASC, OCHA) 
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• Pilot UN agency joint responses (i.e. combined cash transfers and / or flexible vouchers) and cash responses by 
UN agencies using common platforms. Amongst UN agencies, cases could be made for this to be led by WFP, 
UNICEF and/or UNHCR, all of which have made important strides in developing their capacity to undertake 
CTP. Pilot projects should include a commitment to scaling up successful models and be designed to enable 
future responses at scale (UN agencies, RC/HCs, donors)

• UN agencies should not favour voucher responses solely to ensure that transfers are spent within their sector. 
Donors need to pressure UN agencies not to bias response options towards vouchers if cash transfers are more 
appropriate. (UN agencies, donors)

• Fund senior independent experts who can provide independent advice and support on response analysis to 
humanitarian leaders and other stakeholders. Whether to use cash or other tools is part of a larger process of 
response analysis, which should consider the potential for CTP amongst response options. Rather than seek 
‘cash experts’, the approach should be to identify individuals who have the analytical capacity and experience 
to encourage the consideration of CTP amongst other response options. (Donors)

• Create opportunities for government-to-government engagement on CTP. This could take the form of meetings, 
learning events and staff exchanges. One possible avenue is through the annual ECOSOC Humanitarian Affairs 
Segment. (Governments engaged in CTP)

• Identify and capitalise on existing platforms to promote discussion on CTP amongst national civil society 
organisations. CaLP should engage with actors involved in bridging international and national disaster-
response efforts to identify potential ways forward. (CaLP)

• Engage with regional organisations on CTP to explore whether cash transfers raise any specific coordination or 
learning issues for regional organisations that can be supported by actors familiar with CTP. (CaLP, OCHA)

• Undertake research on aid agency and private sector engagement in CTP to identify ways to encourage 
principled, strategic and efficient engagement, and the potential for CTP to promote access to financial 
services over the long term. One potential model of the research would be to have it undertaken by private 
sector researchers/consultants working jointly with humanitarian researchers/consultants experienced in CTP. 
(CaLP, aid agencies, donors)

• Think big. The vast potential to use cash transfers as a flexible tool to meet a variety of needs is hampered by aid 
agencies’ and donors’ limited willingness to experiment with models that go against the grain of long-standing 
working arrangements. All actors involved in CTP should experiment with models such as UN collaboration, 
NGO consortia for unconditional cash responses, joint monitoring, and supporting governments to deliver 
cash transfer responses where appropriate. There are several emerging examples that can be used for the basis 
of continued learning and progress. (All)
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138  Donors interviewed for the ‘Financing and Cash Transfer Programming’ report were also asked about donor coordination.
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INTRODUCTION

The project 
Since the 2004 Indian Ocean Tsunami there has been a progressive trend within the humanitarian sector at 
large to use cash transfer as a programme modality in both conflict and disaster contexts. This research project, 
undertaken by the Humanitarian Futures Programme (HFP) in conjunction with the Cash Learning Partnership 
(CaLP), builds on this momentum. Based on various understandings of the changing humanitarian operating 
environment, it presents an analysis of what cash transfer programming (CTP) might look like in the future 
(2025), and assesses the extent to which CTP and the actors involved are ‘fit’ for developments in the sector. The 
project’s findings are designed to serve as the basis for the development of a forward-looking action agenda, 
conceived under CaLP’s leadership and with support from a group of relevant experts formed to advise the 
project.

The first phase of the research delivered an analysis of the transformative factors likely to affect humanitarian 
action in the future and the potential trends in CTP. These factors were subsequently discussed in a Trends 
Analysis Meeting and included: the institutionalisation of cash; new actors, relationships and partnerships; 
the increasing uptake and role of national governments; and advances in innovation and technology.139 The 
project’s second phase examined the implications of these trends for the future of CTP. It focused on four 
themes in particular which, following consultation with CTP actors and examination of existing research, were 
identified as critical topics for the future of CTP. These critical themes included: the potential links between 
social protection mechanisms and emergency response; coordination systems and CTP; the future of financing 
CTP; and the use of CTP by governments responding to national emergencies. This report focuses on the area 
of financing. A final, overarching report synthesises the findings from phase 1 and the four thematic elements 
of phase 2, offering an emerging picture of CTP in a rapidly changing humanitarian landscape. 

This report 
Financing available for CTP has increased in the last few years and new funding sources and channels are 
becoming available. Against this background of increasing funding, this paper examines both bilateral 
funding for CTP and funding channelled through pooled funding mechanisms, focusing on challenges and 
opportunities. Since previous research has outlined donor government approaches to CTP,140 this paper does 
not cover donor policies on CTP in general. Instead, it concentrates on obstacles that prevent donors from 
financing cash transfer programmes to the extent that they are appropriate and future opportunities for 
increasing levels of support. 

This is a ten-day study based on a review of literature, including existing analyses of financing for CTP, and 
17 telephone interviews with managers of pooled funds and individuals from donor agencies that are 
members of the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD).141 To gain insight into current levels of funding, donor agencies participating in 
the study were asked for data on the amounts of funding that they provide for CTP. With the exception of 
DG ECHO (Directorate General for Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection), the donors did not have this data 
available. Due to the short time available for the study and the challenges of engaging with non-DAC donors, 
the study used existing literature on the policies and approaches of these donors and interviews with DAC 
donors working with them. This report focuses on the following questions:

139 See Trends Analysis Meeting report: http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-2014/-fit-for-the-future- 
140 Maxwell et al. 2012; Bailey et al. 2008
141 Please see Annexes 1 and 2 of this report for a list of documents referenced in this paper and a list of those interviewed.

http://www.cashlearning.org/2012-2014/-fit-for-the-future-
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1. What are the current obstacles to financing cash transfer programmes when they are an appropriate response? 

2. How will these challenges change in the future and what new challenges might emerge? 

3. What are the opportunities for increasing funding for cash transfer programmes in the future? 

4. What actions are needed to prepare for future obstacles and take advantage of future opportunities? 

The analysis of the interviews and documentation was organised around these key questions. Part 1 analyses 
the context of financing for CTP, outlining the reasons for the growing acceptance of CTP in emergencies, 
which has led to increases in funding. It then examines available data on current levels of funding. Part 2 
assesses current obstacles to financing CTP from the perspective of bilateral and pooled fund donors. Part 3 
describes challenges that interviewees identified as likely to hamper the financing of CTP in the years leading 
to 2025. Part 4 highlights a number of opportunities to increase levels of funding for CTP, as noted by the 
interviewees. Finally, Part 5, on looking forward, identifies the priority actions that donors need to take in order 
to address the main obstacles and take advantage of the opportunities outlined in the report. This is based 
on the assumption that prevailed at the Trends Analysis Meeting that humanitarian agencies are not using 
CTP to the extent that it is appropriate in emergency contexts and that, therefore, the level of emergency CTP 
needs to increase. Most of the recommendations are targeted deliberately at donors, as they have a vital role 
in incentivising change in the humanitarian sector.

PART 1: CONTEXT ANALYSIS 

Increased acceptance of cash transfer programming in emergencies
There is general agreement that the amount of funding from DAC donors spent on CTP in humanitarian crises 
has increased in the last five years. Financing channelled through humanitarian pooled funding mechanisms, 
both the CERF and country-level pooled funds, has also been used increasingly to support cash-based 
programming. At a meeting to discuss trends in humanitarian aid and CTP specifically, participants accepted 
this increase in funding as a given. This section explores reasons for the increase in order to better understand 
whether it can be expected to continue. It also examines the extent to which it is possible to track levels of 
funding for CTP.

One of the trends identified in the first part of this study is that various humanitarian actors are becoming 
more comfortable with CTP.142 This is probably due to the fact that insecure operating environments, such 
as Somalia and Syria, where access is a major challenge and where it is not possible to provide traditional 
forms of assistance, have forced aid agencies to explore CTP as an alternative.143 This has coincided with rapid 
developments in mobile phone and other technologies, which have facilitated the delivery of cash grants and 
vouchers. There has also been a growing movement in support of CTP, with CaLP’s training and research playing 
a key part in this. As aid delivery agencies are undertaking more CTP, donors are receiving (and granting) more 
requests for funding. 

Individual donors have also promoted the increase in CTP. DG ECHO, in particular, published its guidelines 
on cash and voucher programming in 2009 (updated in March 2013) and has championed CTP, thereby 
increasing its uptake.144 The UK’s Department for International Development (DFID) is currently investing in 
research on CTP to build a consolidated evidence base for increasing funding. While the United States Agency 

142 The increasing acceptance of CTP is reflected in the fact that the revised 2011 SPHERE standards included guidance on CTP in the section on food security. 
143  In Syria, all armed groups are involved in black marketing and have sought to control bread production and distribution in particular. This has made the 

provision of in-kind aid difficult, so aid agencies have considered cash and vouchers as alternatives. Humanitarian Outcomes (2013) note that, until the 
Horn of Africa crisis, the Somalia Common Humanitarian Fund had only financed a small unconditional voucher scheme.

144 Available from http://ec.europa.eu/echo/policies/sectoral/cash_en.htm
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for International Development’s (USAID) Office for Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) is open to cash-based 
and in-kind interventions alike, it has a preference for supporting market-based programming (including cash 
and vouchers) in livelihoods-related interventions. 

There have been recent developments that should support a further increase in funding for CTP. Firstly, 
in April 2012, governments agreed the text for the long-anticipated Food Assistance Convention (FAC), 
which replaces the 1999 Food Aid Convention that expired in 2002. The new treaty allows for more types 
of assistance, including cash and vouchers, to be counted by donors as part of their commitments.145 This 
should encourage signatories to the Convention (countries such as Canada) to increase their support for these 
modalities. Secondly, the 2013 revision of the European Commission Financial Regulation provides scope for 
the expansion of cash programming, in particular with the removal of the €100,000 ceiling on cash grants for 
Framework Partnership Agreement partners.146 Finally, the push for reform of food aid from the US government 
has opened up the possibility that USAID could use 20 per cent of the funds available for food aid in the form 
of cash (either for cash and vouchers, or for local and regional purchase), rather than in-kind aid.147 

Issues with tracking CTP financing within traditional architectural mechanisms 
Despite consensus that the funding level for CTP has increased, it is difficult to identify the precise amount. 
This is because cash grants and/or vouchers are often part of larger programmes and most donors do not have 
mechanisms in place to track the exact amounts that are spent on the CTP component. However, a couple of 
donors have made efforts to assess their funding for CTP. DG ECHO has analysed the amount of funding for 
Humanitarian Food Assistance (HFA) and Nutrition interventions spent as cash and vouchers in 2007 and from 
2010-2012.148 This shows that this funding increased from an estimated €5 million in 2007 to €143.6 million 
in 2012, which represents an increase from 2 per cent of HFA and Nutrition expenditure to 28 per cent. The 
Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (DEZA) has been financing cash-based programmes since 
its response to the Balkan crisis in the 1990s.149 However, until 2013, it had not tracked the amount of funding 
channelled through this modality and so it is currently analysing its funding data for the previous 12 years. It 
expects the analysis to be available by the end of 2013. Having undertaken this exercise once, it will be easier 
for DEZA to track its funding for cash transfer programmes in future. 

The Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs’ (OCHA) Financial Tracking System (FTS), which is the 
main source of data on humanitarian funding, faces the same challenge as individual donor agencies.150 To 
track the amount of funding that is spent on cash transfers as part of a larger project, the FTS and donor 
agencies require specific expenditure data. This is not reported to the FTS and, while it is reported to donors, it 
would require them to dedicate staff time to extracting the data from financial reports and collating it. For the 
FTS, un-earmarked funding and multiple donors for a single project are further complicating factors because 
aid agencies do not provide sufficiently detailed information for the FTS to track amounts spent on CTP. 

It is important to know how much humanitarian funding is spent through CTP to give donors a better idea of 
the importance of this modality, so that they can allocate resources to promoting understanding of this tool 
and improving its management. Also, without hard data, it is not possible to assess whether financing for CTP 
is increasing or decreasing in relation to in-kind assistance and to judge whether it is fulfilling its potential. 

145 See Clapp and Clark, 2012
146 See ECHO’s guidelines for Cash and Voucher Programming, available from: http://ec.europa.eu/echo/policies/sectoral/cash_en.htm
147 See https://www.devex.com/en/news/supporters-rally-for-small-change-on-us-food-aid-legislative-battle/82188
148  ECHO’s data analysis has concentrated on these interventions because its CTP funding originally focused on the food assistance and nutrition sector. 

However, it finances CTP in other sectors as well so these figures are an underestimation of ECHO’s total funding for CTP.
149  DEZA has established the Community of Practice CASH as a knowledge-management body within the Humanitarian Aid Department for sharing tested 

good experiences with colleagues within the institution. For more details on its cash transfer programming, see http://www.sdc-cashprojects.ch/en/Home
150 Global Humanitarian Assistance, 2012
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Current levels and sources of funding for CTP (based on available data)
Based on an analysis of funding reported to the FTS, the current estimate is that funding for CTP grew from 
US$5.6 million in 2007151 to US$262 million in 2010152 before dropping to US$76 million in 2011.153 The funding 
level increased again to US$117 million in 2012. It is unclear whether funding for cash-based programming 
is volatile and emergency-specific, or whether the increases and decreases are due to variation in levels of 
reporting. It should be noted that these figures are for projects that consisted fully of cash-based programming 
and do not include funding for projects that had cash or vouchers as a component. Therefore, they are an 
underestimation of the exact amount spent on CTP. This is clear from the fact that DG ECHO alone reports 
providing €5 million for CTP in 2007, equivalent to US$6.8 million.154 

The Global Humanitarian Assistance 2012 report draws on FTS data to show that, between 2006 and 2011, DAC 
donors and some pooled funds (e.g. the CERF in 2008 and Emergency Response Funds [ERFs] in 2010 and 2011) 
have been the main funders of cash-based programming. Amongst DAC donors, a few, such as the US, the UK 
and DG ECHO, dominate CTP financing. Within USAID, funding for food and non-food disaster assistance is 
separated. USAID/OFDA finances non-food cash-based programming, mainly in the economic recovery and 
agriculture and food security sectors, though its support for cash and vouchers in other sectors is increasing 
(e.g. it has financed cash and vouchers for shelter and Non-Food Items (NFIs), as well as cash grants to support 
families hosting internally-displaced persons (IDPs) or refugees). In 2010, the US government established the 
Emergency Food Security Program (EFSP) and, in 2011, around a quarter of its funding was for cash transfers 
and food vouchers, with the rest for local and regional procurement.155 As noted earlier, DG ECHO is also a 
significant donor for CTP, having championed this kind of programming and invested in action research to build 
up an evidence base.156 Following its Bilateral Aid Review in 2010–2011, DFID committed itself to increasing the 
use of cash transfers, ‘providing aid directly to those most in need so they can spend it on pressing priorities 
first’.157 DFID is relatively new to financing cash transfer programmes in the humanitarian field, compared to its 
engagement in social protection and development. Nevertheless, from 2008-2012, it featured in the list of top 
ten CTP donors every year except 2011.158

A few non-DAC donors have also provided funding for CTP – Qatar Charity and Kuwait in 2009, Brazil in 2010 
and the OPEC Fund for International Development in 2011.159 Their levels of funding have ranged from US$2 
million to US$10 million. The FTS captures only a small proportion of funding from non-DAC donors since it 
relies on reporting by donors and agencies, and so it is possible that it is not capturing the full extent of non-
DAC financing for CTP. However, non-DAC donors have a strong preference for providing in-kind assistance,160 

so it is also very likely that they are simply not providing substantial amounts of funding for CTP. 

According to available FTS data, foundations and private donors have provided very little funding for CTP. The 
FTS data shows that foundations only provided funding in 2010, which was just under US$5 million or 1.9 per 
cent of total funding for CTP that year. Private donors provided under US$5 million between 2009 and 2012, 
representing 0.7 per cent of total funding over this period. As with other data on other sources of funding for 
CTP based on FTS, this is an underestimation.161 

151  Ibid.
152   Global Humanitarian Assistance, 2013. The 2010 peak was due to two major disasters where humanitarian actors undertook various kinds of cash-based 

programming – Haiti and Pakistan.
153  Ibid. 
154  Based on OECD-DAC annualised exchange rate of US$1 = €0.7305 in 2007
155  Maxwell et al., 2012
156  Ibid.
157  DFID, 2011. pp.27
158  Global Humanitarian Assistance, 2013
159  Global Humanitarian Assistance, 2012
160  Binder and Meier, 2012
161  Data provided by the Global Humanitarian Assistance programme based on data obtained for Global Humanitarian Assistance 2013 report
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Funding for emergency CTP as a small percentage of global humanitarian assistance
While it is encouraging that funding for CTP in emergency contexts has increased from 2007 levels, it still 
remains a very small proportion of total global humanitarian assistance. According to available estimates, in 
2010, when the level of funding peaked, financing for cash transfer programmes constituted 1.9 per cent of the 
US$13.8 billion in humanitarian funding that donors governments provided. In 2012, it fell to 0.9 per cent of 
the US$12.9 billion from donor governments.162 The challenge of tracking funding for CTP means that existing 
figures underestimate the actual amounts of funding, although capturing the full extent of the funding is 
unlikely to change the reality that this modality currently constitutes a small proportion of humanitarian 
assistance. The next section explores current obstacles to financing CTP that help to explain why it represents 
a small proportion of humanitarian assistance. 

PART 2: ANALYSIS OF CURRENT OBSTACLES 
The Trends Analysis Meeting for this study identified a number of challenges with financing CTP. These included 
donors’ continued aversion to fiduciary risk, a sector-focused humanitarian system, and donor accountability 
requirements. This section examines these, together with other obstacles highlighted by interviewees. Overall, 
donors consulted for this study argued that there are no major barriers preventing them from financing CTP 
if partners justify it as an appropriate response. However, the research showed that there are implicit barriers. 

Institutional barriers163 
Government donors are the largest source of humanitarian assistance, accounting for over 70 per cent of 
international humanitarian response since 2007.164 Therefore, donor agencies exercise considerable influence 
over the humanitarian system and, if there are obstacles to financing CTP within these agencies, they are likely 
to prove significant for the system. While the donors do not have explicit barriers to financing CTP, this section 
outlines some of the implicit organisational challenges.

Perception that cash is more risky than in-kind aid

Although donors and pooled fund managers maintained that they are aware that a risk of diversion is inherent 
in the delivery of all types of humanitarian assistance, there does seem to be more concern about the risks 
associated with cash transfers. OCHA has had concerns about the fiduciary risks of cash distribution by agencies 
financed through country-level pooled funds. Similarly, although DG ECHO is an advocate for CTP, its auditors 
have expressed greater concerns about this modality than about in-kind aid, perhaps because they are less 
familiar with it. As a result, greater accountability and risk management are required for CTP than for in-kind aid.

This perception that cash is more risky than in-kind aid persists despite the fact that, in 2010, the Monitoring 
Group on Somalia found that up to 50 per cent of food aid provided by the World Food Programme (WFP) was 
being diverted.165 On the other hand, evaluations of cash transfer programmes have found generally that fears 
that cash transfers would be prone to diversion, misuse and security problems have not been borne out in 
practice; rather, risks are context-specific and might differ for cash and in-kind assistance.166 Despite evidence 
that cash is not inherently more risky than in-kind aid and despite donors’ stated willingness to accept these 
risks, in Somalia, the reactions of some donors to the finding that cash has been diverted in a few cases are 

162 Global Humanitarian Assistance, 2013
163  The term institution here refers to a large organisation, established for a specific purpose, that has influence in its community. In this sense, DAC donor 

agencies are institutions, not just individual organisations.
164 Global Humanitarian Assistance, 2013
165 United Nations Security Council, 2010
166  See for example Adams, 2006; Bailey et al., 2008; Devereux et al., 2007; Danish Refugee Council, 2008; Harvey and Bailey, 2011; Harvey, 2007; Humanitarian 

Outcomes, 2013; Jaspars and Harvey, 2007; Longley et al., 2012; Majid, Hussein and Shuria, 2007
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sending a different message. An evaluation report raised concerns about donor willingness to share risks 
when aid agencies have demonstrated due diligence in risk mitigation but have nevertheless uncovered fraud. 
When an aid agency was transparent about the fraud by a partner that it uncovered, it was held financially 
responsible, and this is likely to contribute to further risk aversion amongst aid agencies.167 

Some donors have put in place measures to ensure that their partners assess and address the risks of CTP 
in order to allay concerns. USAID/OFDA’s proposal guidelines ask partners to demonstrate how they will 
deliver cash in a way that is secure and convenient for recipients, secure for staff members, and will ensure 
accountability and cost-effectiveness.168 In order to reassure financial officers, OCHA requests that agencies 
financed through country-level pooled funds state that they will follow basic rules of good management for 
CTP. DG ECHO’s cash and voucher guidelines require its partners to assess and address the risks of CTP and 
to adhere to the basic principles of good programming, such as following fair and transparent procurement 
procedures and evaluating delivery mechanisms, which will be examined by their auditors. Nevertheless, the 
concerns about the risks associated with CTP persist.

Donor accountability requirements

Donor accountability requirements, particularly a focus on sector-based results, can also be a barrier to 
supporting CTP. For some donors, the increasing use of logical frameworks as an accountability tool makes it 
harder to support programmes that do not have pre-defined sectors or activities (including grants to country-
level pooled funds). Crisis-affected populations can use unconditional cash grants for a variety of purposes 
and it is not always possible to predict the range of uses in advance, so it is a challenge to apply a logframe to 
an unconditional cash programme. For AusAID, the limited ability of its NGO partners to demonstrate tangible 
outcomes for cash compared to in-kind assistance is the greatest challenge with supporting CTP. The lack of a 
narrative about how recipients have used cash grants makes it more difficult to present a credible case about 
the effective use of taxpayers’ money. Demonstrating the outcomes and impact achieved with cash transfer 
programmes is also a concern for the US government. 

Public perception of cash ‘handouts’

Donor agencies are accountable for taxpayers’ money and the issue of demonstrating results is compounded by 
the fact that, in some countries, in the general public’s view, there is a stigma attached to cash ‘hand-outs’. As a 
result, for example, AusAID and its partners have to be very clear about how the grants are fulfilling specific needs 
and to demonstrate that cash transfer programmes have benefits such as lower transaction or administrative 
costs over and above in-kind aid in order to make the case for it. For the US public, it is likely that in-kind aid 
and vouchers would be more acceptable than cash grants. However, given concerns about fiscal responsibility 
(particularly in Congress), it should be possible to argue for support for CTP on the basis of cost-effectiveness.

The traditional in-kind aid ‘business model’

While some donors such as the Swiss, the US and DG ECHO have been financing CTP in humanitarian contexts 
for many years, others (including Sida and AusAID) are relatively new to using this modality. Since in-kind aid 
has been the default option for donors for several decades, one risk is that they are likely to keep financing 
a well-established modality that they know and understand rather than financing cash-based programmes, 
which are a relatively new approach in the humanitarian field. This risk is compounded by the fact that donors 
and their partners expect to fit CTP into a system designed for the delivery of in-kind assistance, rather than 
‘thinking out of the box’ about new ways of doing business. These would include putting decision-making 
power into the hands of crisis-affected populations and operating in a holistic, multi-sectoral way rather than 
specialising in particular sectors. Currently, there are no incentives in the humanitarian system to provide 

167 Humanitarian Outcomes, 2013
168 USAID/OFDA, 2012. pp.180
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the most appropriate response in a given context, which means that responses tend to be based on agency 
mandate and mission or a donor’s priority sectors, and it is recipients with no influence over the decision-
making process of international agencies that pay the price for inappropriate assistance. Therefore, donor 
agencies will not be financing CTP to the fullest extent unless they at least have staff members with sufficient 
knowledge to identify when it is the most appropriate response. A lack of adequate knowledge of CTP also 
restricts donor agencies to using their traditional partners rather than examining the option of partnerships 
with private companies to deliver CTP. 

For some donors, providing tied aid or physical goods (as opposed to cash to purchase in-kind aid) is the 
‘business model’ for their humanitarian assistance. These include Spain, Japan and the US.169 CTP is less suited 
to this model of assistance, although the US does use this modality for non-food assistance in particular. 

If donors have different approaches to CTP, UN agencies that tend to have multi-donor programmes might 
face challenges with getting their donors to agree to support cash transfer components. It was difficult to 
determine how much of a barrier this is in reality, though it is clear that donors have limited platforms to 
coordinate their assistance and develop a consensus about CTP.170 

Systemic barriers
This section highlights obstacles to financing CTP across the humanitarian aid system. While some barriers relate to 
traditional aid agencies and the international humanitarian system, other challenges relate to host governments 
and national NGOs, which are playing a growing role in delivering humanitarian aid. The section also outlines 
challenges within the humanitarian system that apply to the delivery of both in-kind and cash assistance.

Lack of institutionalisation of cash within aid agencies

The study found that donors generally rely on their partners to approach them with proposals for CTP. There 
are very few exceptions to this; they include the Swiss (who generally implement programmes directly) and 
ECHO (which actively promotes CTP by its partners). Therefore, partners need to have in place the skills and 
systems required to use this modality (particularly at scale). This includes the ability to demonstrate when it 
is the most appropriate response and the analytical capacity to assess the effects of a proposed programme 
on local markets and production. While some agencies are working on institutionalising CTP, their concept of 
humanitarian assistance is still based on the model of in-kind assistance, with aid agencies determining the 
needs of affected populations and then providing sector-based assistance. They are trying to adapt existing 
systems that are arguably inappropriate for CTP, so this is likely to hinder institutionalisation and the capacity 
to scale up CTP. Therefore, agencies need to consider being more bold and creative in their approach. 

A lack of institutionalisation of cash within the humanitarian system is an automatic barrier to donor funding for 
CTP. For example, in 2010-11, the US’s EFSP used far more of its budget for local and regional purchases (around 
70 per cent) than for CTP. This was because partners requested this type of funding most likely because they 
were more comfortable with providing in-kind food. In the 2012 fiscal year, the EFSP financed more voucher 
programmes (around 56 per cent of the budget) as existing partners have expanded the types of programming 
that they are undertaking and new partners, not previously engaged with the Food for Peace programme, are 
requesting funding for cash-based programmes. However, it is possible that this level of funding for vouchers 
will decrease in 2013 because of the Syria crisis, with one interviewee surmising that agencies tend to fall 
back on what they are most familiar with (in-kind aid) in large-scale emergencies. In addition, there is some 
anecdotal evidence that some NGOs have found it problematic to undertake CTP due to resistance at board 
and senior levels. If CTP is not institutionalised within UN agencies, they are less likely to use un-earmarked 
funding for this modality over traditional in-kind assistance. 

169 DAC 2011a; 2011b; 2010
170 See Coordination and CTP – a thematic report developed under this project
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Lack of large-scale cash-based programmes

Due to competition for funding and, potentially, different agency missions, aid agencies approach donors for 
funding individually. This has been particularly the case for CTP, with agencies tending to request funding for 
small-scale programmes. This may be due to concerns about the risks of CTP and a lack of institutionalisation 
of cash, as highlighted above. The lack of a dedicated forum for coordinating CTP at country level also makes 
it less likely that the cash programmes of individual agencies fit into an overall strategy. Donors would much 
prefer to finance a coherent programme for a large number of recipients (500,000 or more), with several agencies 
delivering the programme, if necessary, rather than these piecemeal projects (which is true of in-kind aid as well). 
This would not only be easier administratively, but would also reassure donor agencies that they were supporting 
a strategic, shared endeavour. One donor argued that this was the reason that cash assistance programmes in the 
Syria Humanitarian Assistance Response Plan for 2013 had received less funding than they would have otherwise. 

Humanitarian Coordinators’ reluctance to endorse CTP

Pooled funds (whether the CERF or country-level pooled funds) require the support of the Humanitarian 
Coordinator (HC), who manages country-level pooled funds and is also accountable for the CERF at country 
level, in order to finance cash-based programmes. There is anecdotal evidence that some HCs have been 
reluctant to endorse projects that included cash-based activities because of their concerns about the risks. In 
Somalia, a lack of strategic leadership by the Humanitarian Country Team meant that it failed to identify cash 
transfers as an appropriate modality in a timely manner, despite the urgency of the unfolding crisis.171 

Limited capacity of national NGOs

A number of donors are keen to support the delivery of humanitarian assistance through national NGOs. Some 
find it easier to do this through country-level pooled funds, since these have a better in-country presence and 
can provide assurances around accountability. However, some donors have found it more difficult to finance 
CTP by national NGOs because these organisations are more accustomed to providing in-kind aid, usually 
as sub-contractors for UN agencies and international NGOs. Also, for pooled funds, from an accountability 
perspective, distributing cash through national organisations is potentially more risky. This is because, if 
there is a problem, there is often no clear legislative framework for redress, whereas international NGOs have 
headquarters in countries with clearer judicial systems. To address the capacity limitations of national NGOs 
to undertake CTP, USAID/OFDA has funded CaLP globally, and Adeso in Africa, to train NGOs in cash-based 
programming, while ECHO has encouraged the training of national NGOs through CaLP. 

Host government concerns about CTP

As already noted, cash grants tend to be more sensitive than in-kind aid for donor and aid agencies, due to 
concerns about diversion risks and accountability. Host governments also tend to be more sensitive about 
cash because it is a very valuable resource (partly due to its fungible nature). Humanitarian aid agencies 
have a tendency to bypass host governments, arguing that this is to avoid compromising the principles of 
neutrality and impartiality. However, failing to ensure host government acceptance of CTP can be particularly 
problematic due to government sensitivities. In Lebanon, prior to the Syria crisis, the government’s policy was 
that poverty-alleviation programmes would not utilise cash transfers; instead, poor people would benefit from 
subsidised services and reduced costs in order to avoid conflicts. When humanitarian agencies introduced cash 
grant programmes for Syrian refugees and Lebanese host communities, some failed to explain these to the 
government. When the government became aware of the programmes, they asked for them to be suspended. 
The Swiss government, on the other hand, ensured that its directly implemented CTP for Syrian refugees 
in Lebanon was aligned to the government’s policies, and so it has not experienced any difficulties. This 
demonstrates that host governments can raise barriers to CTP if they are not sufficiently informed and involved. 

171 Humanitarian Outcomes, 2013
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Regulatory barriers
The study found that participating donor agencies do not have regulations that restrict their ability to finance 
cash transfer programmes. For the US’s Food for Peace programme, however, there is a budgetary limitation 
since the EFSP has a budget of around US$300 million while the budget for emergency food aid under Title II 
is around US$1.1 billion.172 This is because the majority of US food aid is tied, and Congress rejected an attempt 
to reform this in June 2013 (although the attempt to implement smaller-scale reform is ongoing).173 However, 
USAID/OFDA is able to finance cash-based programmes in non-food sectors. DEZA has administrative and 
bureaucratic rules that limit the flexibility of its humanitarian aid to some extent, but this applies to in-kind aid 
as well as CTP. It has been able to work around these rules or waive them when necessary as long as it is able 
to make a strong case and because of support from senior-level staff. 

Counter-terrorism legislation

While donor agencies do not have specific regulations that hinder CTP, counter-terrorism legislation has posed 
problems. The UN Security Council passed Resolution 1373 on 28 September 2001, ordering member states 
to refrain from providing any form of support to terrorist groups and individuals, and countries such as the 
US, UK and Australia have national counter-terrorism legislation.174 This legislation has had an adverse impact 
on humanitarian aid of all types by criminalising the transfer of resources to terrorist groups or individuals, 
even if agencies do not intend to support terrorist acts.175 However, it makes it particularly challenging for aid 
agencies to undertake CTP because cash is fungible and harder to track than in-kind aid. Counter-terrorism 
legislation applies particularly in contexts such as Afghanistan and Somalia. Country-level pooled funds in 
these countries have had to ensure that they comply with these requirements, and this means that they are 
less likely to finance cash transfers. In Somalia, some donors have asked the Common Humanitarian Fund 
for an analysis of whether there has been any diversion of funds to terrorist organisations. Faced with the 
tension between supporting innovative approaches such as CTP and strict donor requirements to avoid even 
accidental support to groups deemed to be terrorists, country-level pooled fund managers are likely to prefer 
to adhere to traditional forms of aid. 

This section has outlined a range of obstacles that currently prevent donors and aid agencies from supporting 
CTP when it is an appropriate response. These were the key challenges that emerged from the interviews 
for this study. Some of these barriers are perceptual, such as the persistent concerns about the greater risks 
associated with cash-based programmes (within donor and aid agencies, and amongst HCs), public opinion 
about cash grants in some donor countries, and host government sensitivities around cash programmes. Others 
are behavioural, in that donor and aid agencies tend to continue with familiar in-kind assistance because there 
are no clear incentives to provide the most appropriate type of response. This is particularly the case when 
staff members in donor agencies do not have sufficient knowledge or experience of CTP. Some barriers are 
organisational, related to donor rules, such as accountability requirements or counter-terrorism legislation. 

The organisational barriers can be addressed relatively easily, with aid agencies increasing their ability 
to monitor CTP and demonstrate results in order to maintain donor confidence in this modality. Changing 
perceptions and behaviours is more of a long-term process but, without concerted effort to address these 
implicit barriers, the humanitarian community will continue to fail to finance and implement CTP even when it 
is the most appropriate form of assistance. If donors are to change perceptions and behaviours, an important 
first step is to acknowledge them explicitly and then design measures to address them. 

172 See: http://www.usaid.gov/what-we-do/agriculture-and-food-security/food-assistance/quick-facts/fiscal-year-2012-food-peace
173  See: http://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2013/jun/20/us-congress-bill-food-aid and https://www.devex.com/en/news/the-case-for-

common-sense-reforms-in-us-food-aid/82200
174 Pantuliano et al., 2011
175 Ibid.
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PART 3: POTENTIAL FUTURE CHALLENGES 

Increased financial regulation 
Section 2 highlighted the fact that counter-terrorism legislation has affected the ability of international aid 
agencies to deliver humanitarian aid, including CTP. This challenge is likely to increase in the near future as 
financial institutions are subject to greater regulation on money laundering and counter-terrorism. Traditional 
humanitarian agencies are increasingly relying on financial institutions and private companies to deliver cash 
transfer programmes, so if these organisations have a restricted capacity to operate in certain contexts, this 
will impact the programmes negatively. This is demonstrated by Barclays Bank’s recent decision to withdraw 
banking services from over 250 companies providing money transfer services to Somalia because of a risk that 
some of the firms might be ‘unwittingly facilitating money laundering and terrorist financing’. For Barclays, 
the issue is compliance with international financial regulation and potential risk to the firm, both in terms of 
reputation and possible legal penalties imposed by the UK, US and other governments.176 However, not only 
is this likely to have a devastating effect on Somali families that rely on remittances from the UK, but it will 
also make it far more challenging for UK NGOs to undertake CTP in Somalia. In contexts such as North Korea, 
sanctions that limit the activities of financial institutions are making it difficult for aid agencies to get money 
into the country for humanitarian programmes.

Increased data protection risks
As humanitarian agencies work increasingly through private companies to deliver CTP, they are likely to face 
the challenge of data protection issues. A number of agencies raised the issue at a side event on CTP during the 
humanitarian segment of the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) in July 2013. Aid agencies are concerned 
that they will be less able to protect the personal data of recipients of cash grants if these are held by a third 
party private company, making it easier for government agencies to access the information and use it to 
target recipients. To address this, DFID is investing in research on implementing ethical data management and 
protection systems.177 Specifically, it is supporting the development of operational guidelines and a Code of 
Conduct on the management and sharing of personal data.

Reduced risk tolerance
Although donors have professed that they understand the risks of diversion with both in-kind and cash 
programmes, there has not yet been a major scandal associated with CTP. This is probably because cash 
transfer programmes have been delivered at scale in a very few contexts. While donors have been able to 
deal with scandals associated with the diversion of in-kind assistance, particularly in Somalia in 2010 as well 
as during the 2011 crisis, it is not clear whether it will be as easy to defend the diversion of cash, which is 
more sensitive.178 As aid agencies begin to deliver CTP at scale in conflict situations, where law and order have 
broken down, the risk of diversion and an associated scandal will increase. This could result in less risk tolerance 
amongst donors and either a reduction in funding for CTP or a focus on using vouchers rather than cash. 

The traditional in-kind aid ‘business model’
One existing challenge with CTP that is likely to persist into the future is that of organisations being more 
comfortable with ‘traditional’ forms of assistance, i.e. in-kind aid. A variety of new actors have become involved 

176  Financing Barclays’ action followed a warning by the UK financial regulator on 1 July 2013 that they were not doing enough to protect against financial 
crime and could face punishment for failing to spot abuses such as sanctions violations or terrorist funding. See: http://www.irinnews.org/report/98358/
analysis-barclays-to-cut-somalia-s-remittance-lifeline

177  This is with funding from the Humanitarian Innovation and Evidence Programme
178  DFID has already faced criticism because of the looting of up to half a million pounds of assistance to Somalia during the 2011 crisis.  

See https://www.devex.com/en/news/dfid-looting-of-aid-risk-of-working-in-fragile/81616?mkt_
tok=3RkMMJWWfF9wsRonuKrKc%2B%2FhmjTEU5z16e0tXqWxhIkz2EFye%2BLIHETpodcMS8RhPK%2BTFAwTG5toziV8R7bNKc1r2NkQXBf

https://www.devex.com/en/news/dfid-looting-of-aid-risk-of-working-in-fragile/81616?mkt_tok=3RkMMJWWf
https://www.devex.com/en/news/dfid-looting-of-aid-risk-of-working-in-fragile/81616?mkt_tok=3RkMMJWWf
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in the humanitarian field in recent years. These include a much larger number of national NGOs, non-DAC donors 
and their partners, and private sector organisations. Most of these actors base their assistance on traditional 
notions of charity. Non-DAC donors, in particular, tend to provide most of their assistance as physical, in-kind 
goods.179 When private companies engage in humanitarian crises as a philanthropic undertaking, they also 
often provide physical goods or services.180 Aid agencies that want to secure funding for CTP from these new 
actors will have to persuade them to change their approach to humanitarian aid.

This section has outlined the challenges that aid agencies are likely to face in financing CTP in the future. It 
is mainly traditional humanitarian actors that will face the challenges of tighter financial regulation and data 
protection because they are the ones increasingly working with formal financial institutions to deliver CTP. One 
option for these agencies is to use alternative mechanisms, such as the Hawala system. However, this is only 
available in certain contexts and its effectiveness can vary.181 If new actors, such as national NGOs or non-DAC 
donors, also work with financial institutions, they are likely to face similar challenges. However, it may be that 
national NGOs will bypass the private sector to deliver cash grants directly to recipients, while non-DAC donors 
are more likely to deliver any cash-based programmes that they finance through their national NGOs or host 
governments, their preferred partners.182 

PART 4: POTENTIAL FUTURE OPPORTUNITIES 
As described in sections 2 and 3, there are a number of current and future challenges that limit funding for 
cash transfer programmes, even when they are an appropriate response. The study also identified several 
opportunities to increase support for this modality to more suitable levels. 

Crowdfunding and peer-to-peer funding
With the availability of money transfer systems, there has been a huge increase in remittances from those living 
and working in developed countries to families in developing countries. In Somalia alone, families rely on up to 
US$1.2 billion in remittances, which is more than the total international humanitarian aid to the country.183 The 
World Bank estimates that, globally, remittance flows to developing countries totalled US$401 billion in 2012, 
equivalent to more than three times the size of official development assistance, and providing a vital lifeline 
for poor families.184 

Remittances are different from CTP in that they are sent to people personally known to those transferring funds 
and are not targeted on the basis of need. However, the companies and technology for financial transfers used 
for remittances are relevant to CTP.185 As it becomes easier to make financial transfers online, one opportunity 
to increase CTP is the expansion of crowdfunding or peer-to-peer funding.186 For example, after the Boston 
marathon bombing, relatives of some of the victims used crowdfunding platforms such as GoFundMe to 
raise money from individuals around the world.187 Crowdfunding is different from traditional humanitarian 
appeals in that it is for a specific project or activity, whereas appeals tend to be for a response to a crisis in 

179 Binder and Meier, 2011.
180 Oxfam, 2012, Trocaire, 2011.
181  DFID partners working in Syria and neighbouring countries have had different experiences with the Hawala system, with some finding that the system 

works well but others, working in a different area, arguing that it does not.
182  Binder and Meier, 2011.
183  See: http://www.irinnews.org/report/98358/analysis-barclays-to-cut-somalia-s-remittance-lifeline
184  See: http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/NEWS/0,,contentMDK:20648762~pagePK:64257043~piPK:437376~theSitePK:4607,00.html 
185  For example, during the Haiti crisis in 2010 the Red Cross used SMS texts and remittance companies to deliver cash grants to earthquake survivors. See 

IFRC, 2013, pg. 62
186  Crowdfunding is ‘the practice of funding a project or venture by raising many small amounts of money from a large number of people, typically via the 

Internet’ (Oxford Dictionary). Peer-to-peer funding, or funding from one individual to another, unrelated, individual without going through a traditional 
financial institution, has tended to be in the form of loans (see http://www.kiva.org/about)

187  For details, see http://www.forbes.com/sites/devinthorpe/2013/04/17/crowdfunding-for-boston-marathon-bombing-victims-demonstrates-outpouring-
of-support-from-around-the-world/

http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/NEWS/0,,contentMDK:20648762~pagePK:64257043~piPK:437376~theSitePK:4607,00.html
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general (although UN Flash or Consolidated Appeals list projects, they are for responses to a crisis as a whole). 
An NGO called GiveDirectly is using a similar idea to transfer donations made through its website directly 
to poor households that it has identified in Kenya.188 Following Hurricane Sandy, an individual developed a 
peer-to-peer ‘disaster recovery’ mobile phone application called Jointly to connect those affected by a disaster 
directly with those able to meet specific needs.189 This already includes the option for requesting and providing 
financial help, so Jointly or similar applications could be advanced enough to be used for peer-to-peer cash 
transfers by 2025.

The advantage of peer-to-peer funding is that, rather than aid agencies analysing needs and deciding on 
responses, affected communities are able to voice their needs directly and decide how they use resources. This 
has the potential to shift the balance of power in decision-making from aid agencies to affected communities.

Currently, there are some limitations to this funding channel. For example, non-US GoFundMe accounts only 
work in Canada, Australia and the EU. Also, in unfamiliar contexts, individual donors are likely to want a trusted 
intermediary (such as GiveDirectly) to identify individuals or households that are genuinely in need. However, 
crowdfunding platforms could be expanded to cover non-Western countries, as long as they demonstrate 
compliance with money-laundering and counter-terrorism legislation like other financial institutions. This 
could lead to direct giving from individuals in donor countries to individuals in affected countries, removing 
the need for aid agencies as intermediaries and transforming the humanitarian aid landscape. If individual 
donors want support with verifying potential beneficiaries, NGOs could apply GiveDirectly’s model to 
humanitarian contexts using financial institutions that are willing to provide crowdfunding services to non-
profit organisations.190 

Technological developments to help finance CTP at scale
Other technological developments could make it much easier to finance large-scale CTP. Mobile phone 
technology has already had a significant impact on the delivery of cash and vouchers. However, in low-
tech environments (such as eastern Democratic Republic of Congo [DRC]) or where conflict has destroyed 
infrastructure (such as Syria), it is currently very difficult to use technology. Interviewees pointed out that aid 
agencies have addressed this by using vouchers (DRC) or traditional mechanisms such as the Hawala system 
(Syria). It is possible that, by 2025, technological developments will be able to overcome these challenges, 
making it much easier to provide cash grants. 

As noted in Section 2, aid agencies have not requested as much funding for CTP as they could. Technological 
advances that make it easier for them to provide CTP at scale should encourage them to request more funding, 
thereby increasing funding levels. However, this depends on the willingness of aid agencies to embrace new 
technology. While the World Disasters Report 2013 highlights the range of uses of technology in humanitarian 
crises, it has been argued that, ‘many in the humanitarian community are simply not early adopters. Today, it 
is common to arrive at a disaster scene and find that local people are well ahead of humanitarian agencies 
in using whatever technology is best suited to their situation’.191 To some extent, the failure to maximise the 
potential of technology is due to a lack of skills and ability to use available technology.192 However, studies have 
also identified the need to change behaviours and ways of thinking.193 

188   See http://www.givedirectly.org/ and http://www.ft.com/cms/s/2/a1101f00-e8fd-11e2-aead-00144feabdc0.html?utm_source=buffer&utm_
campaign=Buffer&utm_content=buffere55c1&utm_medium=twitter#axzz2YrNfbJGn

189   See IFRC, 2013: pages 62-63 and http://irevolution.net/2013/04/24/jointly-app/
190   See the example of BBVA, a Spanish financial institution which provides crowdfunding for international humanitarian response as well as smaller 

organisations undertaking ‘solidarity’ projects: http://www.visible-banking.com/2012/03/bbva-launches-another-crowdfunding-platform-this-time-
for-non-profits.html. Bendigo and Adelaide Bank also offers a crowdfunding service that can be used for local community initiatives or larger-scale 
humanitarian projects: http://www.planbig.com.au/Home/Initiative

191   http://www.irinnews.org/report/99011/humanitarians-play-catch-up-as-technology-pushes-forward
192   Ibid. Smith et al., 2011 group barriers to the uptake of technology in humanitarian programming under seven themes.
193   IFRC, 2013, pages 64-65 and Smith et al., 2011 
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If aid agencies fail to make full use of technology, they risk reducing their role in humanitarian assistance as 
individual donors bypass them to fund those affected by crises directly, using GoFundMe, Jointly and similar 
mechanisms. Government donors might also bypass aid agencies to deliver assistance directly through private 
companies that offer attractive technological solutions. This could enable them to provide large-scale transfers 
directly to affected communities and boost the capacity of communities to purchase services directly from 
aid agencies or private companies. This has the potential to transform the humanitarian response landscape, 
moving it towards a market-based system, with aid agencies and private companies competing to provide 
services to affected communities. While this should increase the efficiency of aid delivery, there are also 
attendant risks because markets do not always operate effectively in humanitarian contexts, and vulnerable 
communities may not have access to adequate information about the market to make the right choices. 
However, it would provide vulnerable communities with more decision-making power.

Increasing funding from non-DAC donors 
Non-DAC donors are another potential source of funding for CTP. There is inexact information on the total 
humanitarian funding from these donors, and their funding can be volatile because they tend to respond to 
specific crises; however, there is evidence that their overall funding is increasing.194 A few non-DAC donors 
have already financed cash and vouchers, but to very varying extents, and there is an opportunity to increase 
these levels of support.195 Some non-DAC donors have made large one-off contributions that have received 
considerable attention and made them attractive as potential donors.196 However, Gulf donors, in particular, 
are very aware that Western aid agencies see their large budgets as an opportunity in a context where some 
DAC donors are facing budget cuts. This makes them very wary of funding requests, and a prominent Emirati 
is quoted as saying ‘we are not an ATM’. 

There are a number of other challenges with securing funding for CTP from non-DAC donors: fragmented 
responsibility within governments for humanitarian aid; a tendency to focus on neighbouring countries or 
countries that are of strategic interest, as well as specific sectors; the tendency to provide physical commodities 
rather than funding; the provision of a large part of their assistance directly to affected country governments; 
and a lack of trust in UN agencies and NGOs.197 In addition, Gulf donors have a preference for supporting 
tangible projects, such as a school, hospital or mosque, which provide visibility, making cash far less attractive. 

It will take some years to address these challenges but some donors, such as the UK, the US and DG ECHO, are 
engaging with non-DAC donors to exchange information and promote mutual learning. As part of this, the UK 
is undertaking joint humanitarian and development projects with the United Arab Emirates (UAE) in countries 
such as Afghanistan, Somalia and Syria.198 Also, the UAE recently established a Ministry of International 
Cooperation and Development that is working with key humanitarian actors to deliver training on the latest 
thinking and good practice in the sector. These are all opportunities to exchange information on experiences 
with CTP, as long as this is done in a spirit of mutual respect.

Increased availability of CTP funding from DAC donors
The general availability of CTP funding from DAC donors is also likely to increase. This is because a number of 
donors that already support it, or are keen to do so in the future, are maintaining or increasing their aid budgets. 

194 Global Humanitarian Assistance, 2013
195  In addition to the figures reported by the Global Humanitarian Assistance (2012) report, according to the United Arab Emirates’ Emergency in Focus: Syria 

crisis update (July 2013) document, the Khalifa Bin Zayed Al Nahyan Foundation provided food coupons to 135,000 Syrian refugee families in Lebanon 
while the Sharjah Charity Association made a financial contribution towards the rent of Syrian refugees in Jordan. The cost of this assistance amounted to 
AED 74,378,250 (around US$20,249,999) and AED 500,000 (around US$136,128) respectively. 

196  For example, Saudi Arabia provided US$50 million to the Haiti Emergency Response Fund in 2010 and Kuwait made a contribution of US$40 million to 
WFP’s programme for those affected by the Syria crisis in 2013. See Global Humanitarian Assistance (2013) and http://www.wfp.org/news/news-release/
wfp-welcomes-us40-million-kuwaiti-donation-conflict-hit-syrians

197  Binder and Meier, 2011; Al-Yahya and Fustier, 2011
198  For further details, see http://www.thenational.ae/uae/uae-joins-uk-for-humanitarian-development

http://www.wfp.org/news/news-release/wfp-welcomes-us40-million-kuwaiti-donation-conflict-hit-syrians

http://www.wfp.org/news/news-release/wfp-welcomes-us40-million-kuwaiti-donation-conflict-hit-syrians
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These include the UK, Swiss and Swedish governments.199 To date, aid agencies have not been completely 
comfortable with large-scale CTP and have tended to undertake it when other types of programming are 
not possible (for example in Somalia). If the incidence of natural disasters in urban contexts increases 
substantially and CTP proves to be an appropriate response, this may lead to the rapid institutionalisation of 
cash programming within aid agencies. Since donors rely on aid agencies to propose the most appropriate 
responses, this should lead to an increase in funding for cash transfer programmes. 

Focus on cost-effectiveness and resilience
Debates around cost-effectiveness and resilience represent an opportunity to increase support from existing 
donor governments. CTP has the potential to be more cost-effective by removing the need for aid agencies 
to procure items and transport them. Therefore, as donors focus increasingly on the cost-effectiveness of the 
programmes they fund, it is likely that they will increase support for cash-based programmes. 

In addition, the focus on building the resilience of vulnerable and disaster-prone communities is an 
opportunity for donors to harmonise their humanitarian and development programming. Donors have 
tended to support cash-based programming more on the development side, particularly in the form of 
social protection programmes or social safety nets. As donor agency humanitarian and development staff 
members work together more closely to build resilience, this could lead to an increase in support for cash in 
humanitarian contexts. Alternatively, CTP could itself help to break down the barriers between humanitarian 
and development programming. One of the key differences between humanitarian and development actors 
is that the former tend to provide free services while the latter tend to charge user fees. If humanitarian actors 
expand CTP so that affected communities receive cash to purchase services (as suggested above), this could 
act as a tool for transitioning from affected communities receiving free services that aid agencies choose to 
provide to them, to a system where they pay for services as users. 

PART 5: LOOKING FORWARD
Donors participating in this research believe that they are ‘fit for the future’ because there are no explicit barriers 
to financing CTP. As this study has highlighted, the current obstacles are mainly perceptual and behavioural, 
although donor accountability requirements and counter-terrorism legislation also pose challenges for aid 
agencies. Donors rely heavily on their partners to propose the appropriate responses to crises, so a lack of 
institutionalisation of cash programming within aid agencies could also prevent donors from financing CTP 
even when it is appropriate. The tendency for new actors in the humanitarian field to be more comfortable 
with traditional notions of charity means that there is a risk that in-kind aid will continue to be the default 
response option. As aid agencies increasingly use private companies and technology to deliver cash-based 
programmes, they will have to address how best to protect the private data of recipients. Despite the various 
current and future challenges associated with financing CTP, there are a number of opportunities to increase 
support for this modality. These include the expansion of crowdfunding and peer-to-peer funding as well as 
tapping into non-DAC donor funding. Funding from DAC donors should also increase as they focus on cost-
effectiveness and resilience, and as some donors increase their humanitarian budgets.

This section lists five priority actions (under two key headings) that donors need to take in order to address 
the main obstacles and take advantage of the opportunities highlighted above. The recommendations are 
targeted deliberately at donors. It is clear that donors believe that the ‘problems’ that are preventing the 
international humanitarian system from providing CTP at scale when appropriate lie with their partners, not 

199  For details of the UK’s increased aid spending, see: http://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2013/mar/20/uk-aid-spend-important-works. For 
details of the Swiss government’s commitment to increased aid spending, see: http://www.sdc.admin.ch/en/Home/News/Close_up?itemID=220492 
See also: http://www.irinnews.org/report/98995/reversing-development-aid-s-downward-trend
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with the donor agencies themselves. This suggests a very real risk that donors will fail to recognise their role 
in incentivising change in their partners and act to address challenges. While keeping a focus on the future, 
donors need to take action in the present to ensure that populations affected by disaster in the future receive 
cash-based assistance to the extent that it is appropriate. 

1) Overcoming risk aversion
• Put in place measures to deal with the risks associated with CTP. Donors need to:

-  Have honest discussions internally and with partners about their levels of risk tolerance, and be clear about 
what due diligence and risk management measures partners need to have in place and when they will be 
held liable for diversion. 

-  Work with aid agencies to develop strategies for dealing with the fallout from any scandal about the diversion 
of CTP. This could include using websites, reports, newsletters and case studies to make the case to the general 
public for CTP in humanitarian contexts.200 

-  Increase staff awareness about CTP so that those involved in making funding decisions feel confident about 
financing it when it is appropriate. This would also enable them to explore working directly through private 
companies to deliver cash-based programmes. They also need to communicate to finance officers and other 
relevant staff members existing evidence that cash is not inherently more risky than in-kind assistance. 

• Follow the example of the UK, the US and ECHO to reach out to non-DAC donors such as the Gulf States as well 
as Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa (BRICS), who are providing increasing amounts of humanitarian 
aid, in order to exchange information on experiences with CTP in a spirit of mutual respect and learning. CaLP 
and aid agencies can also explore opportunities to promote CTP with non-DAC donors, such as the training 
provided by the UAE’s Ministry of International Cooperation and Development.

2) Incentivising systemic change
• Donors could leverage their influence with partners by developing harmonised positions on CTP. They should 

use their funding procedures to incentivise aid agencies to institutionalise cash by: 

-  Requiring partners to present a systematic response analysis in their funding applications and to provide a 
clear comparative justification for the proposed response (whether cash or in-kind aid). 

-  Ensuring that their accountability requirements do not hinder CTP or disadvantage it in relation to in-kind aid. 
This would include considering the use of tools that are appropriate for measuring the results of cash-based 
programmes, such as beneficiary satisfaction surveys and impact assessments. 

- Encouraging NGOs to establish consortia to undertake large-scale CTP. 

• As one of the world’s largest humanitarian donors, the US can provide significant incentives for ensuring that 
aid agencies undertake CTP when it is appropriate. To do this, the US needs to reform its food aid and untie its 
aid (in line with DAC guidelines). This would free up substantial funding, potentially for CTP.

• Donors could promote CTP within the donor community by including it as a topic at the World Humanitarian 
Summit in 2016. This would also send a clear message to aid agencies and the humanitarian system more 
broadly (including Humanitarian Coordinators) about the priority that donors give to this modality. In addition, 
it would strengthen OCHA’s ability to promote CTP through its leadership training for HCs and the discussion 
of lessons and experience at the annual HC retreats.

200 See DFID, 2011 as a good example
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Commissioning further research
Potential topics for further research include: 

• The costs (including transaction costs) of cash versus in-kind aid in a variety of sectors. This should help to 
strengthen evidence of the cost-effectiveness of CTP. 

• How cash and in-kind aid contribute to outcomes in different sectors. Understanding this would make it easier 
for donors to justify decisions to support CTP. 

• How CTP can be delivered in different contexts. It would be useful to capture learning from a context such as 
Syria, a conflict situation where infrastructure such as formal banking and mobile phone systems has been 
destroyed. Cash transfer programmes for Syrian refugees in Lebanon could also provide lessons on working 
with host governments. 

• The role of the Hawala system in CTP. While there has been some research into the Hawala system, this has 
focused on regulation and preventing terrorist or money-laundering organisations from using it, rather than 
on its use to deliver humanitarian aid and CTP.201 Since humanitarian agencies have to rely on the Hawala 
system in contexts such as Somalia and Syria, more information would benefit them as well as donors. 

• A review of at-risk countries and the existing capacity for cash distributions (whether of the government or 
the private sector). This would be a preparedness exercise so that humanitarian actors could identify potential 
partners for CTP if these countries were struck by disaster.
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SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS MEETING
25TH SEPTEMBER 2013 9.00 - 17.30 
EAST WING, SOMERSET HOUSE, LONDON

The project
The Humanitarian Futures Programme in conjunction with the Cash Learning Partnership is undertaking 
research that explores what cash transfer programmes might look like in the future (2025), the implications for 
the institutionalisation of cash and the roles of humanitarian actors, the private sector, donors and governments, 
and the priority areas for future action in order for those actors involved in cash transfer programmes to be ‘fit 
for the future’. The first phase of the research provided an analysis of the transformative factors likely to affect 
humanitarian action in the future and the potential trends in CTP as the modality progresses and evolves. This 
phase included a one-day meeting with representative CTP actors at King’s College London to discuss the 
trends and speculate on how they may impact on CTP in the future, and what ‘readiness’ for this future may 
entail. The second phase of the research consists of thematic studies on four priority CTP issues: the potential 
links between social protection mechanisms and emergency response; the uptake of emergency CTP by 
governments, the future of coordination systems, and the future of financing CTP. These thematic studies are 
ongoing and cross-theme analysis is taking place. 

This meeting
The research team is holding a Findings and Strategy Meeting in order to provide an opportunity to share 
the findings from the research with the diverse group of stakeholders who have contributed to the project as 
well as the wider network, and allow the group to discuss potential changes in policy, practice and research 
direction that could help CTP and its actors to be ‘fit for the future’. The overall objective of the meeting is to 
begin to develop a future action agenda that will be taken forward by CaLP with support from the project’s 
advisory group. 

Details of the structure of the meeting can be found in the agenda below.
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Agenda
09:00 Coffee and registration

09:30 Welcome
 Meeting Purpose & Agenda
 Logistics
 Project Overview

10:00 Reports on four thematic research studies
 Use of Social Safety Nets for Emergency CTP
 Uptake of CTP by Governments 
 Coordination and CTP
 Financing and CTP
 Includes coffee break

12:30 Plenary discussion on four thematic research studies 

13:00 Lunch

14:00  Presentation of Project Findings and Recommendations

14:30  Group Work: Implications of the project findings and recommendations
 Includes coffee break 

16:00 Group reports and plenary discussion

17:00 Looking to the future
 Next steps for the project
 Wrap-up and closure
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DISCUSSION NOTES
Below is a summary of some of the key questions raised in the various parts of the meeting. These notes have been 
developed in order to help guide the research team in making revisions to the project’s thematic reports, and initiate 
thinking around the framing of the project’s final report. 

1. Opening remarks

Why were the four thematic areas selected? 
• When the TOR was developed, these four areas were ones that had a lot of interest. They were also areas 

of expertise of the research team. These four themes also emerged from discussions at the Trends Analysis 
Meeting as being particularly critical, cross-cutting and timely. 

• Each topic in itself is a thesis, and we have to keep in mind the scale of this project which is relatively small. 

2. Presentations: Key discussion points

Following the presentations of the four thematic studies the floor was opened up to comments, questions and 
critique.

Social protection 
• One of the pre-conditions mentioned in the report states that: because of inflation there was a necessity to 

provide food and cash at the time. Could this be expanded on more as it would be interesting to discuss why 
and how they combined food and cash – and how it fits into HNSP?

• Why were the pre-conditions not in Kenya – the report does not provide sufficient reasons? Was it because 
there are other factors? Or other agencies?

• Is there a willingness from the governments or donors to include the pre-conditions? One of the reasons that 
the PSNP was done in the first place was that the impacts were seasonal. Can you re-purpose this plan? Was it 
supposed to provide relief for seasonal shocks? 

• Safety nets are more and more viewed as the way forward; why can’t we all have them? 
- These safety nets, in and of themselves not just the financing mechanisms in them, take a lot of time to get 

right. HSNP used three different targeting mechanisms to get that right, including the early warning systems 
and response planning, both of which take a lot of time to put in place.

• If this is the status quo now, what about 2025? What are the plans to expand social protection within these 
countries? Is there going to be an expansion of current plans?

Uptake by governments 
• Could you share the reasons why it was difficult to engage with national governments? 

-  We can only speculate, however, it was difficult to identify certain people, and once we had, difficult to get in 
contact. Would be interesting to discuss further why governments did not want to get involved.

• USA is the only example in the annex as an experience of government-led CTP – are there any other examples 
of government-led CTP?
-  We initially tried to have a more in-depth examination of difference schemes, including China and Nigeria. But 

information was incredibly difficult to access. We had a lot of examples from respondents – WFP with Syrian 
refugees, Ghana and Pakistan.

-  We did talk about having a non-US case study, e.g. Chilean, as most NGOs didn’t respond in Chile because the 
government was so successful – evidence base would be fascinating to get the distinction between different 
types of governments and where they are.
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• Are there recommendations to governments and how to engage better/overcome obstacles?
-  Again, we had difficulties accessing governments, important question of how are we going to get governments 

to take notice of recommendations given that they have not been involved already.

-  The idea that governments are supposed to be the ones responsible for their citizens is a no-brainer. There are 
minimal pre-conditions for governments – a government should care about the welfare of its citizens at some 
level. Broadly speaking that’s where humanitarian money comes in. Where governments lack legitimacy, are 
party to a conflict and/or deliberately marginalise their citizens it is likely that you will get a humanitarian 
crisis. However, where a government cares enough and is capable of running a social protection plan, you’re 
not going to get a humanitarian crisis. 

•  Thought the future approach was good and it made conclusions that many people are making; however, the 
document is lacking in its evidence base. The role of the NGO community is shrinking and many think it should, 
but we are looking for the trend analysis of the government role increasing/NGOs shrinking etc. To what extent 
is this trend really based on evidence, have governments really generated enough evidence? What’s the future? 
With the development of the private sector, and changing role of humanitarian agencies, has the research 
looked at further modelling? Is there more evidence to support a scenario for donors? 
-  We have not done any modelling – this was meant to highlight the picture at the international level in the 

future. We did not set out to produce a definitive scenario.

•  International humanitarian action seems to be growing significantly in the last ten years, in fact there has been 
a huge expansion. Perhaps it would be interesting to look at the potential future trends, for example, are we 
seeing a shrinking of role? Why might that happen? 
- But the data over the last ten years points to an expansion of humanitarian response.

•  Could consider looking at the Asia perspective – governments are better equipped to coordinate CTP than others. 
-  An example is the World Food Programme in Malaysia where the government said cannot do school feeding 

programmes but maybe CTP would provide the answer.

•  Why was there reluctance with some participants to work with the private sector? How can we NOT engage 
with the private sector?
-  There may always be the inevitable sceptism on part of the NGOs; profit-making bodies will not have the same 

goals as the NGOs, or it’s because they do not follow same principles or ideologies. The main observation was 
concern about how to define the relationship between private sector and NGOs – are they partners? Service 
providers? Or humanitarian partners? 

•  The ‘looking forward’ section seems idealistic; the reality on the ground is very different. When thinking 
about NGOs and humanitarian agencies on the ground it not necessarily easy to ask a partner to negotiate/
diplomacy/neutrality etc.

• Recommendation in the report is that donors should build capacity of governments – why just donors helping 
governments set up these systems?
- The report actually mentions NGOs’ roles in this too. 

• Would be great to have some suggestions/pathway about when to engage a government or not or to create a 
dialogue.
-  The relationship we have with different governments needs to be very different when they are engaged in the 

conflicts. For example Ethiopia has only in the last year recognised that it has a willingness to develop a social 
protection scheme. This is not to say that we should ignore governments when conflict is going on, more we 
need to properly analyse our relationship.

• We are wondering whether you are going to do a case study with a government between now and the end of 
the project? You could use DFID country offices? 
-  We are looking to continue with Nigeria and develop the case study; however, timelines and resources mean 

it is not possible to go in-country.
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Coordination and CTP 
• We agree that CTP is cutting across silos. How can we be more efficient by using common platforms? 

-  It is not a very good picture if beneficiaries are pulling out different cards for different things. UNHCR for the 
Syria refugees is a good example of trying to see how we can work together on having one card.

-  This could work – but the devil is in the detail. By separating out the problems, some are technical, some 
Operating Systems, and are also incentive related. 

-  With piloting the HSNP they did pilot three different targeting approaches. Could use WFP developed platform 
with UNHCR money, local systems or just cash locally in a different way. Exciting that it is being considered 
and not dismissed.

•  Perhaps mandate is the elephant in the room. Is there room for protectiveness? If we were approaching this as 
a new venture, there is no way that you would not consider collaboration between organisations. 

-  We raised mandates as a problem. We tried to find the WFP mandate online to explore this issue further but 
could not. Is it really a problem? There have been 60 years of this system and we need to think big and think 
differently.

• Why are UN agencies still working so separately? Do you have a feeling that this will change?
 -  Change is happening. The pressure is on and the response is that the UN are trying to make it work and are 

certainly happy to share results.

• Which donors are driving the discussion?
- ECHO for one, but also others.

• A lot of these issues are general weaknesses, not specific to cash.
- If we just take a specific approach progress will be slow. Need to consider the problems inherent in the system. 

• Even with strong leadership, inter-cluster coordination is a difficult challenge. And with cash, the challenge is 
trying to figure out how to do this. 
- There is a very strong need for OCHA to be looking into the future and taking the whole thing more seriously, 
now everyone at senior management is considering this.

• We have to shift our entire thinking from – how does the international system respond to – how are we meeting 
humanitarian needs? 
- And to do this what we need to be talking about is collaboration, rather than coordination. 
-  What other actors have been represented in here in terms of collaboration? In the report, the cluster comes 

up but is not the only example of inter-sector coordination. We still have to address some of the problems of 
coordination but the actual aim should be multi-sector responses to humanitarian crises.

-  The private sector is critical in this. They should not have just a transfer role – take the UK government as 
an example. It has handed over a lot of service delivery to the private sector because the government do 
not know how to handle contract management/service delivery. If that happens in the UK, what’s going to 
happen in a country which does not have such a strong civil society?

• What would be the niche of cash in this research to form collaborative relationships? Are we using cash to 
identify the weaknesses, or are we identifying the weaknesses of cash?
-  When discussing, for example, cash and nutrition, most of the discussion is about nutrition. With cash and 

protection – most about protection and gender. Important to note that we are not failing as researchers, but 
cash is a way of achieving objectives of whatever is after the ‘and’. Is it about researching cash-specific issues.
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Financing of CTP 
• The domestic side of the US Red Cross are decreasing their use of cash because of lack of the public uptake.

• Data on financing of CTP is difficult to get hold of. 
-  E.g. ECHO – the only data provided was the food aid budget and it is difficult to get further data/amounts that 

ECHO have spent on CTP. The Swiss government have done an exercise over the last 12 years but the data will 
be available the end of the year. The data is in the expenditure reports but no time to go through data and 
highlight the information specifically.

• One of the things also facing donors is issue of visibility. 
-  One unnamed donor gave money to organisation in Somalia and lost a sizeable chunk of money – the 

organisation had to pay back the lost money and it was big part of their budget.

3. Presentation of overall findings and recommendations from the four thematic studies

Towards 2025 – five drivers of change of CTP

1. Perception that cash in humanitarian response is here to stay over the next decade but practice, for 
example, positioning of CTP within the international humanitarian architecture, lags behind. 

2. Increased uptake of cash and control of humanitarian response by governments, new forms of financing 
and resource mobilisation, and the expansion of new actors with humanitarian roles and interests will 
steadily shift the locus for humanitarian coordination, including for CTP, away from the international level 
over the next decade to national and regional levels.

3. National governments’ interest to lead and control humanitarian response will test their capacity. 
Governments will expect international actors to be able to demonstrate that they can support them to 
enhance their capacity to lead emergency response, including CTP. 

4. The rapid pace, scale and type of change that the Information and Communications Technology (ICT) 
sector will generate will have transformative effects on the very meaning of ‘cash’, the ways that it is used 
and who will ultimately control it. 

5. Actors concerned with CTP will come under increasing pressure to find new ways to collaborate to 
maximise the potential of CTP.
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Research findings

Donor governments and financing 
•  DAC donor governments do not have a common approach to cash. This poses a barrier to its 

institutionalisation and taking it to scale, within their respective organisations and on the part of recipient 
partners. 

•  New and virtual sources of fundraising and emergency CTP are likely to grow over the next decade, change 
the dimensions of cash and challenge current approaches to resource-mobilisation by international actors. 

•  The risks (cultural, security, accountability, reputational) associated with cash are not well articulated. Nor 
are they necessarily evaluated against the risks associated with other types of humanitarian aid.

Incentives 
• The coordination challenges facing CTP are comparable to those facing the humanitarian sector at large. 
•  In the absence of clearer incentives, the barriers posed by risk-averse institutional mindsets and 

competition for turf will restrict humanitarian actors’ ability to move towards providing more effective 
needs-based response, including via CTP. 

Systems
•  Systems upon which governments rely for cash, for example, social protection, cannot be readily diverted 

or adapted to different purposes such as emergency response. 

Actor engagement and relationships
•  Humanitarian actors lack a clear understanding of how non-traditional actors can play a significant 

role in CTP, particularly the private sector. Humanitarians’ suspicions about the private sector’s motives 
for engaging in humanitarian issues, including CTP, and concerns about their lack of acceptance of 
humanitarian principles pose barriers to maximising the potential of CTP, including taking cash to scale. 

Myths and mindsets
• Non-DAC donors will be a new source of cash over the next decade. 
• Social protection is the exclusive answer for scaling up emergency CTP. 
•  People will not use cash wisely – confirming perceptions about the inappropriateness of cash – despite 

evidence to the contrary.



IS CASH TRANSFER PROGRAMMING ‘FIT FOR THE FUTURE’? ANNEX 7

135

Recommendations

Financing of emergency CTP 
•  Utilise established donor fora, for example Good Humanitarian Donorship, DAC, for more assertive efforts 

to support learning and donor harmonisation for CTP.
•  Donor governments, in collaboration with national governments, should consider supporting a multi-

purpose initiative that seeks to test out an inclusive and coherent approach for the delivery of emergency 
cash response through existing national social safety net schemes. 

•  Donors to provide financing and incentives to test out delivering cash as one within the UN system. 
Initiatives should seek to assist the UN to understand and prepare for the types of changes identified in 
this research, for example, governments asserting control for leading emergency response, new forms of 
financing of cash. 

Capacity strengthening and networking for emergency CTP 
•  CaLP should expand and broaden the purpose and membership of its regional groups to go beyond the 

traditional humanitarian sector. 
•  CaLP should strengthen and expand its links with existing platforms, including regional organisations, for 

example ASEAN, SADC and with the UK’s Humanitarian Innovation Fund, The Humanitarian Leadership 
Academy, ELHRA and the START Network. Such relationships can enhance the visibility of CaLP and also 
support CaLP to scale up its capacity-strengthening role for CTP. 

•  In light of the above, CaLP will need a broad group of champions and change agents to advocate for 
emergency CTP at different levels. With support from regional and international partners, CaLP could 
consider launching a global ‘broker’ training scheme for CTP, designed to develop a cadre of intermediaries 
who can advocate for CTP within their organisations and support effective cross-sector collaboration for CTP. 

Facilitate more systematic engagement with non-traditional actors for CTP
•  Map the role and impact of ‘new’ humanitarian actors – diaspora, the private sector – that will increasingly 

have an impact on the future of cash. 

Research to understand national emergency cash schemes and responses
•  Undertake further research on national emergency response cash schemes (policy framework, 

architecture, infrastructure, capacity, objectives and administrative costs) that have been undertaken in 
selected different crisis contexts – developed, middle income, less developed – to better understand how 
emergency cash schemes work with respect to things like coordination, cost-efficiency of cash, etc. 

Emergency CTP and ICT 
•  CaLP should consider hosting a series of roundtables on the impact of ICT on emergency cash. The 

roundtables could tap into the expertise of senior experts from the ICT sector who can speak knowledgeably 
about the role of ICT and its impact on cash, including where cash is going as a virtual currency. The fora 
should be designed to inform what humanitarian actors and governments can do, independently and 
together, to prepare for these changes. 

•  CaLP, in partnership with national and local governments and other actors, should design a set of pilots 
in selected risk-oriented micro-contexts where governments are open to cash and its uptake. The pilots 
should seek to test out new approaches to local-level preparedness planning in urban and rural areas, 
based on how the financing of cash is likely to look in future emergencies.
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4. Group work: Implications of the project findings and recommendations

Different stakeholder groups were asked to consider the following two questions:

1. What is the impact of these findings on your role/organisation? 

2. Based on the recommendations presented what are your stakeholder group’s three priorities for a future 
action agenda? 

Below are the points provided in a feedback session:

INGOs and UN (group 1)
• We have a place but the space is changing.

• Collaboration is a great word, maybe we should adopt it as a substitute for coordination.

• We need to learn to collaborate at different levels.

• We also need to be clear that we are context-specific.

• We discussed social safety nets – but not much scope to develop beyond that. Mostly because of the fragility of 
the states. The investment needs to come in before. For example, for the PSNP there were many years of build-
up to create a credible product.

• There needs to be a common approach within our organisations, many of us have federated organisations and 
we need to work internally and externally.

• We need to think about the non-food side of our programming.

How do we get there?

• Donors are in a really good place to develop and test CTP and also to integrate with governments. 

• We need to be moving on from pilots and generating access with the government, which has not been done 
before.

• We need better evidence based on impact; more quantitative evidence. Five case studies across the WFP have 
been done but these were not used.

• Engage with the private sector. What is the best way to engage them? Maybe further mapping required to 
outline the role/impact.

• Need to get over the hurdles and start to engage to move through the risks. Some instances where this is 
already happening – look to the private sector led initiatives and bring together the kind of players who are 
instrumental in making these things happen. The private sector should lead.

INGOs and UN (group 2)
• NGOs need to demonstrate their comparative advantage in CTP beyond financial delivery.

• The private sector thinks it understands the role of NGOs, and that they can replace them, but they do not have 
the same sensitivity.

• We are not sure where the private sector wants to be: involved in targeting/sensitisation/monitoring?

• The private sector is not set up for customer care of poor people.

• Need for more evidence based on case studies to support CTP and show impact (example evidence could be 
the risk of diversion between CTP and in-kind aid).
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• Attempt in Lebanon to provide one card where more actors can top up on the same card. In Lebanon, it was 
really effective. There were, however, problems with procurement. In relation to social protection, problems for 
the UNHCR to get on board – no interest from the government to help refugees.

• Visibility for donors – relationships with governments need to be improved to justify the amount of money 
leaving the country.

• Increase the sensitisation – to improve the perception of CTP with the public who are giving contributions in 
emergencies.

How do we get there?

• Ensure common approach within our organisations to ensure coherence (at policy level and vertical level – 
including regional). Critical issues include:
- Extend CTP to other sectors (so far too limited to livelihood/food security)
-  Ensure donors are at the same level of knowledge on CTP, but we have doubts of the possibility of harmonisation 

within each of the specialisms.
- How do we increase inter-cluster collaboration/coordination?

• Need better evidence base, including systematic analysis on CTP using quantitative data.

• Rules and recommendations for government relations and interaction need to be developed.
-  More research and better advocacy – the public perception issue is critical and will be the derailment factor 

going forward.

• It is not enough just to understand who the other players are; we need to engage them, e.g. private sector.

• We need to build up the legal capacity to deal with private sector.

• We need to more effectively share messages on partnerships. We need to understand our own misconceptions 
and deconstruct them for better engagement.

• We are missing a long-term agenda – CaLP could help with contracting.

Donors
• We think we have enough evidence to defend cash and that it is something that we should continue to 

undertake but we have to think about implementation guidelines and what guidelines have been written.

• We have to heat up the discussion on CTP in our organisations and in different fora. We should open up this 
fora to new donors, including private donors. And also to governments – not just exclusive donor discussions.

• It was mentioned that we need to work out how much money we spent in the past on cash. However, it is not only 
figures we need; it needs to be about impact, direct and indirect, and make sure that different donors do this. 

• Let’s improve our data and analysis but it should be as simple as possible. Issue of obsessive measurement 
disorder.

• Learning on appropriate response analysis is needed and a culture of being open about how we do our decision 
making. Case studies could help this. 

Think tanks/Consultants
• These recommendations have fewer implications for us. 

• We have highlighted an existential threat – if in ten years time we see a single UN coordination agency implementing 
CTP we will have no jobs as consultants!

• Technology is an issue; it is fast moving, and the right people to understand it are the next generation.
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How do we get there?

• An observation: most of the recommendations are around CTP – but the aid industry’s classic failure has always 
been coordination systems. We are worried that we are repeating a pattern.

• We need to facilitate more systematic engagement with non-traditional actors. 

• Open dialogue makes sense. But could be a bit top-down, whose terms is it on? Wrong approach?

• Incentives
-  Do we need incentives for a specific type of programming? Or incentives for appropriate humanitarian 

assistance which include cash programming? Incentives to favour a particular solution need to be taken/
viewed with caution.

CaLP
•  We realise through the research what a tremendous amount of work remains for cash and that there are a 

huge number of interested organisations throughout the humanitarian system.
- We may have been expecting too much too soon.
- But the community of practice is already working on many of the future issues identified by the research.

• Incentives matter. Thinking about how NGOs and UN agencies are incentivised will help CaLP consider how to 
support institutionalisation needs.

How do we get there?

• There is a need to review and redefine CaLP partnerships and relationships, both current and potential.

• Consider models for increasing cash coordination field presence to ensure learning is captured, and strengthen 
coordination functions.

• Since we still need to mainstream cash, we will review/continue the debate on the best ways to promote 
appropriate programming and address problematic incentives.

5. Next steps

• The research team will come together shortly to discuss the key themes brought up in this meeting and how 
they can be addressed in the finalisation of the project’s outputs. 

• The meeting participants will have an opportunity to provide more detailed comments on the thematic reports 
and the research team will make the priority changes over an agreed period of time. 

• A final report will be drafted following finalisation of these thematic reports that will pull together the analysis 
from all parts of the project. The Technical Advisory Group and CaLP will have an opportunity to review this 
draft. 
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